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ABSTRACT.
A Study of Influences affectlnp; the Individual's response to 
adverse criticism of himself.
In this investigation, an attempt has been made to discover 
reactions^ to criticism under different circumstances and 
reasons why these reactions occur.
Chapter I contains a review of past psychological work 
connected with this topic.. Very little direct work on the 
topic could be found, but certain psychological theories, 
were found to be relevant to the situation in which one 
person criticises another.
Chapter II records^  observations made by the experimenter 
of criticism occurring in everyday life.. Responses=to 
criticism in letters^ to the press^ ,. in Parliamentary debates 
and responses to criticism in real-life situations were 
analysed and compared..
As well as the observational work, the experimenter 
interviewed and gave story-completion tests" to 80 young 
adults-with regard to their reactions to criticism. Chapter* 
III contains a description of the interview method used*.
Reactions: to criticism differ according to the different 
conditions-under which the criticism takes place.. Chapter IV 
is an analysis of interview answers given by the subjects^  
describing their reactions to different critics.. Reactions 
to the following critics are analysed and compared; experts, 
laymen,, superiors at work,, inferiors: at work, equals at work.
members^ of the family, , friends-,. strangers., members, of the 
out-group.
Reactions also differ according to the topic of the 
criticism and Chapter V offers: an analysis and comparison of 
interview answers^describing responses when criticism is: on 
the following topic si the sub jectt* s. personality,, work, 
appearance,, tastes and opinions,, family,.friends, and groups 
with which he is - connected.
Subjects-* answers describing other aspects of the 
situation influencing reactions?to criticism are analysed in 
Chapter VI, including the critic *s manner,, his motives for 
criticising,,the type of criticism given,,the Justness of the 
criticism,, how sure of himself the subject is on t^ he topic., 
whether he has asked for the criticism or not.. Other r. 
c.bmments of subjects regarding criticism and reactions to it 
are also described in Chapter VI.
Chapter VII contains the results of the story-completion 
tests-given to subjects.
Chapter VIII summarises the main conclusions of the 
inquiry.
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CHAPTBR I. INTRODUCTION AND PREVIOUS WORK ON REACTIONS
TO CRITICISM.
1 • Introduction.
i) The problem under investigation#
This enquiry was concerned with the reasons for people’s 
reactions to criticism. This problem has hardly been tackled 
by psychologists at all, except in casual references while 
studying other topics. This is surprising in view of the 
importance of criticism in industry and education and everyday 
life. In industry and education a great deal of criticism is 
given, and it would seem important to know under what conditions 
this is likely to be acceptable to the recipient. In everyday 
life too, criticism often causes much strife and emotional 
disturbances in every type of social relationship. There is 
no doubt that many relationships would be improved if the 
participants knew the reactions likely to occur to certain 
types of criticism and why some types are so much resented.
There are various popular notions about the giving and taking 
of criticism and it is useful to know which of these are confir­
med in a more systematic study of the topic. This is a topic 
on which everyone feels entitled to have an opinion, since at 
some time everyone is in the positions of critic and recipient.
It is not easy to give a definition of criticism since 
it occurs in many forms, but it must include some element of
fault-finding, an implication that something is wrong. This 
is the modern use of the term, applied to criticism in social 
situations as against aesthetic criticism; whereas previously 
criticism included praise in its meaning, more and more in 
social situations, criticism is thought to he adverse.
It was hoped that through an investigation of the criticism 
situation in which one person or group of persons criticises 
someone else, it might he possible to ascertain the factors 
which cause certain types of response. Therefore the various 
factors in the situation were classified, and the influence of 
these factors in determining the response investigated. Every 
aspect of a social situation is of some importance. An 
investigation of the criticism situation and of the influences 
determining an individual’s response to criticism must include 
a consideration of the following aspects of the situation:
(a) The person being criticised. As with all reactions, 
there is a great deal of individual variation. Among other 
things, the personality of the recipient determines his 
response. Response to a stimulus depends largely on how it 
is perceived, and again there is much individual variation.
The recipient’s mood at the time of the criticism also affects 
the response.
(b) The critic and his relationship to the recipient. This 
must include a study of the status relation and the more 
subjective aspect of their relationship, namely the recipient’s 
opinion of the critic.
(c) The topic under criticism and recipient’s sentiments
“5“
towards the topic.
(d) The way the criticism is put, the critic’s manner and 
such factors as whether it is given privately or not.
(e)i.The recipient’s judgement of the critic’s motives for 
criticising.
(f) Whether the criticism is felt to be justified or 
unjustified, that is %r\xe or f alse.
(g) Whether the person criticised is basically sure of 
himself or not on the topic of the criticism.
(h) The type of criticism given, e.g. constructive or 
destructive.
(i) Whether the r_ecipient has asked for the criticism or 
not and whether he really wants it.
(j) The influence of past experience.
(k) The time interval between the work etc. criticised and 
the criticism.
It must be stressed that what is thought to be criticism 
varies from person to person, and whilst to one person mere 
absence of praise is construed as criticism, to another even 
an insult may not be seen as criticism.
It must also be emphasised that everything that will be 
said about criticism applies only to this culture, as only 
subjects from this culture were used. The criticism given and 
the way it is received are likely to be different in other 
cultures. In some cases the culture pattern encourages other 
personality trends which affect the life of the people in every 
sphere. For example Margaret Mead (1937)> comparing aggressive­
-4-
ness and competition in several primitive societies, describes 
the Arapesb who have no rivalry or competitive activity. But as 
they are brought up in such a friendly atmosphere, the Arapesh 
seem unable to take any criticism when it does come. Mead says:
"Arapesh boys never develop ’good sportsmanship’. The 
slightest gibe is taken as an expression of unfriendli­
ness and grown men will burst into tears at an unfair 
accusation."
In other cases the social institutions, such as the family, 
differ from our own and so criticism within these social 
institutions is also different. Schaffner (I948) describes 
the authoritarian pattern of the German family with the father 
at its head. Schaffner found that it is accepted that the 
father’s word should be law in the family both to wife and 
children, and it is considered right that the father should 
punish o£^  criticise the rest of the family when necessary, and 
that they should accept it without complaint. The parent-youth 
conflict described by American psychologists may still be 
present, but the rebelliousness will not be so open.
Another example, of cultural influences is seen in the 
description by Naomi Mitchison (1932) of the attitude of authors 
in the Soviet Union to criticism of their work. It is believed 
that there should be continual contact between authors and 
readers and that the former should listen to the letters’ 
criticisms.
In other societies there may be conventionalized forms 
of responding to criticism. For* example the Ammassalik, as 
described by Mead (19 5 7)» have a stereotyped way of reacting:
-5-
"VVhen there is a quarrel, one of the people taking part 
challenges his opponent to a drum dance. At the drum 
dance each of the two opposing members has a song in 
which he accuses his opponent of all sorts of things.
He jeers and mocks him. The opponent’s reaction must 
be to show complete indifference. He must advance his 
head to meet the blows and encourage the crowd to laugh 
at him. He retaliates with his own song and by butting 
the head of his opponent who again, in turn, must show 
complete indifference."
At first the person must make no aggressive or defensive
response to his opponent’s verbal and physical attack, indeed
he must help him. But he knows he will have his chance of
revenge later, when he in turn attacks.
Thus because of the general ethos of the people, particular 
social institutions, stereotyped forms of response, or other 
reasons, the criticism and reaction vary from culture to 
culture.
ii) Previous work on criticism and related topics.
r
Very little psychological work has been found specifically 
on reactions to criticism. There is much experimental work on 
the effects of praise and blame but this deals with only one 
aspect of the reaction to criticism (blame), whether the task 
in question has improved or deteriorated after the criticism. 
This work is described more fully below. (Section 4).
Otherwise very little experimental or survey work was 
found on people’s reactions and attitudes to criticism. 
Individual reactions are noted in various books on adolescents, 
children, neurotics, etc., and reasons are sometime® given 
for certain reactions, also a few psychologists describe what 
they believe to be general reactions. As each aspect of the
-b-
criticism situation was considered, it became obvious that 
many theories and work in psychology, and especially social 
psychology were relevant to the findings. The relevant work 
will be dealt with as each aspect is considered.
2 . The perception of the situation.
Reactions to criticism are determined not only by the 
objective aspects of the situation but also by the recipient’s 
perception of the situation. This does not necessarily 
correspond to the way someone outside the situation will perceive 
it, nor to the objective facts.
The fact that a social situation is perceived differently 
by different people has been recognised by many psychologists.
The difference between the geographical environment (the 
environment as it is), and the behavioural environment (the 
environment as it is perceived), was emphasised by the Gestalt 
psychologists. Koffka (193^» p.31) das described how the 
behavioural environment depends both on the geographical 
environment and on the organism perceiving it. It is now 
recognised that a social situation, as well as a simpler 
stimulus such as a geometric figure, will appear differently 
to different people. E. Hartley (195i, p.3 7 5) says:
"Most, well if not literally most, certainly many social 
situations, are potentially as ambiguous, as capable of 
being stated and re-stated in different ways, as any 
ink-blot."
Sherif, both writing alone (1 9 3 5, 1951a) and with Gantril
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(1947) bas stressed the importance of the perception of the 
situation by the individual. As early as I935 be says (l9 3 5,p.l)
"Social psychology has studied individual differences 
in response to a social situation, but it has never 
recognised that each one of us perceives his environment 
in terms of his own personal habits of perceiving."
This now seems to be generally recognised by social psycholo­
gists as an important determinant of behaviour. In I95I Sherif 
writes that the concept is generally accepted (1951a, p.18):
"It has become almost a truism that our reactions are 
not determined by the physical properties of external 
stimulus situations alone. Reaction is the consequence 
of the way we perceive, judge and appraise situations.
In this process, the persons we are at the moment - with 
all our past experience, present tensions, attitudes, 
etc. - come into the picture."
McKellar (195^* p.5 5) writing on the provocation of emotion, 
also emphasises the subjective aspect and describes how emotion 
may result from the perception of situations actually neutral 
in provocative characteristics.
Therefore, to understand an emotional response,w e must 
know how the situation appears to the individual. In terms of 
the problem under consideration, to understand a reaction we 
must know how the recipient views the criticism.
Psychologists have studied different factors affecting 
perception of social situations. Sherif and Gantril (19 4 7) 
believe everything is perceived within a "frame of reference" 
built up through past experience connected with the object or 
situation perceived. ^If a person believes that family 
criticism is usually sensible, he will tend to have a different 
attitude from someone who thinks that family criticism is
-8-
useless, although the partidular piece of criticism might he 
the same in both cases.
The influence of past experience, memory and imagination, 
is also recognised by Krech and Crutchfield as an important 
determinant of perception (I948, p.//).
Many other factors influence perception, for example, 
wishes and projections, and the individual’s personality traits. 
These are sometimes thought to be socially determined as in the 
view of H.B. Macleod (1951, p.229). Perception is also recog­
nised by Sherif (1951^> p*1 ) and others as being culturally 
determined.
The way in which a person’s traits, personality and mood 
affect his perception and reactions is described further in 
Section 11 of this chapter.
Conclusion on work concerning the perception of the situation.
It cannot be over emphasised that the criticism situation 
must be studied as it appears to the recipient. The fact that 
the same situation will appear differently to a participant and 
an outsider has been generally recognised, and that people in 
the same situation view it differently. Reactions to criticism 
depend largely on how it is perceived andthougn perception is 
based to some extent on external factors, it is not possible to 
ascertain how a situation is being perceived only by studying 
its objective aspects.
-9-
3 ® Criticism from different people.
(i) Theories on relationships between people.
One of the main factors influencing the way criticism is 
taken, is the critic’s status and his relation to the recipient. 
Both the objective relationship between the two people involved, 
for example whether they belong to the same family, whether one 
is superior to the other at work, etc., and the subjective 
relationship between them must be studied. The subjective 
relationship may be defined as the emotional relationship 
between two people, including all attitudes, sentiments and 
emotions that each feels toward the other. This is the outcome 
of the whole of their past relationship, as well as the present 
situation. It is impossible to separate completely the 
objective and subjective aspects of the relation but every part 
of it affects both the criticism that is given and the way it 
is received.
Much psychological work is concerned with relations between 
people, but none deals specifically with the relationship 
between critic and recipient, except in a few examples. But 
much recent work in social psychology on dominance and submissio^ 
prestige, dominant and integrative behaviour, etc., deals with 
relations between people in v/ays that sometimes apply to the 
criticism situation.
Tne relative status of recipient and critic is the first
-10-
aspect of their relationship to he considered. H.H. Hyman 
( 1942, p.5) and R. Linton (1 9 5 7> p.11 5) both say that an indi­
vidual may have many statuses in society. Linton says:
"A status, in the abstract, is a position in a particular 
pattern. It is thus quite correct to speak of each
individual as having many statuses, since each individual
participates in the expression of a number of patterns."
Linton believes, however, that it is meaningful to talk of the
status of an individual generally, the sum total of all the
statuses he holds.
Among determinants of objective status that have been
named are age, sex, race, class, occupation, education,
knowledge, birth and wealth. Position within a group, such as
a working group, may also be a determinant of status.
Hyman recognises that it is not possible to give a full
account of a person’s relationship to another person in terms
of objective status alone. He also describes "subjective status"
which he defines as (I942, p.5)*
"A person’s conception of his own position relative 
to other individuals."
The term "subjective relationship" as used above, includes
"subjective status" but also other aspects of the feelings and
attitudes of two people towards each other. Subjective status
is important in the criticism situation. If difference in
status between the critic and recipientnis recognised by the
latter, it will influence his reaction.
AoH. Maslow (1937) believes that usually one member of a
pair of people has dominant status over the other. He defines
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dominant status as follows (1937> p.^Oé):
"In a social relationship between two people, in which 
one dominates the other either overtly in behaviour or 
implicitly in feeling, the one who dominates is said to 
be in, or to have, dominance status. The other is said 
to be in, or to have, subordinate status. Dominance 
status is,then, a relative thing. It refers to the 
particular relationship between two particular people."
Maslow says there are at least two main types of dominance
status, status through cultural, economic and social factors,
and status due to the relative "strength of character" or
"dominance-feeling" of the two people involved. Maslow
distinguishes people with high and low dominance-feeling
(1 9 3 7) 1942)» High dominance-feeling includes such factors as
"self-confidence", "self-esteem", "strength of character".
Low dominance-feeling includes such characteristics as
"uncertainty" and "lack of confidence". Maslow describes how
when two people come together there is a conscious or unconscious
"sizing-up process" when each person compares himself with his
evaluation of the other person, and by recognition of differences
in objective status and personality characteristics, including
dominance-feeling, a relationship of dominance-subordination
emerges, although occasionally there may be perception of
equality and mutual respect.
H.H. Anderson pays more attention to this relation of 
equality. Maslow and Anderson both use the term "dominant" 
but with different meanings. Maslow says that "self-confidence" 
is a synonym for dominance ( 1 9 3 7» p.408) * Aaiderdon seems to 
mean something like domineeringness and selfishness in his use
-1 2-
of the term (1937. 1 9 3 9. 1940).
Anderson differentiates integrative and dominative 
behaviour as follows (1939, p.292-3);
"Integrative behaviour is flexible, dynamic, yielding, 
spontaneous; it shows no fear of change. An integrating 
person seeks and finds common purposes with another ; he 
expends energy with another, not against another.
Integrative behaviour in one person induces integrative 
behaviour in another. . An integrating pars on accepts 
another as he is, thus contributing to the other’s 
security, and thus making it possible for the other
person to be spontaneous, to be himself .....
Dominative behaviour on the contrary is rigid, fixed, 
static. A dominating person has his mind made up, has 
his goals or desires predetermined. He does not yield 
to differences; he is not abandoning status. He is g  
not seeking a better understanding of another nor is he 
trying to achieve a redetermining of desires, values or 
objectives in order to discover a lower common denominator 
of differences. He is expending energy against another.
He is not reducing conflict, he is either maintaining or 
increasing the conflict of difference ti....
The terms domination and integration may be used to describe 
criticism and reactions to it. The giving of criticism may 
be dominative, for example to further the critic’s interests, 
or integrative, for example to help the recipient. Anderson 
believes types of responses are induced by certain types of 
behaviour; domination tends to induce resistance, which is 
itself dominative, or seise submission, if the relative strength 
of the two people is too great. Integration tends to produce
integrative behaviour in return. This is useful when
interpreting and understanding responses to criticism, as is 
Anderson’s differentiation between submission and yielding 
(1959> p.293), the latter being an integrative response of an
individual not afraid to change. Listening to criticism may
-13-
be an example of yielding or submission, but these imply 
different attitudes on the part of the recipient.
M.P. Pollett (l918, 1941) expresses similar views to those 
of Anderson, stressing the need for co-operation, "reciprocal 
interplay" and "co-adaptation." Another similar view is held 
by P.M. Symonds (l9 5 9» p.18l-2) who says that teachers should 
criticise their pupils only when they have a good relationship 
with them;
"Criticism before rapport is established is almost certain 
to arouse emotion and antagonism and to provoke aggressive 
behaviour."
ii) Criticism from experts.
According to Maslow, a dominant person has, among other 
things, prestige. If a critic has prestige, the recipient is 
more likely to act on or listen to the criticism. Murphy,
Murphy and Newdomb (1 9 5 7> P*2 3 7) say that those we love or fear 
are effective in giving prestige suggestion. They also 
recognise that experts and majority opinions have prestige and 
affect attitudes and quote experiments by Marple and by Kulp 
proving this. S.E* Asch (l9 4 0» p.4 5 5) in an experiment rating 
values of professions, fouhd that subjects were only slightly 
affected by group opinions. However, group or majority opinion 
is often effective and behaviour induced by fear of criticism 
is often due to the prestige of group judgements.
In the present investigation, every subject interviewed 
admitted that sometimes expert criticism was useful. Very little 
psychological work was found concerning the reception of
—1 if.—'
criticism from experts; however, it is obvious to most 
people that we can learn from the expert when he is speaking in 
hjs own field. Krech and Crutchfield say (I948, p.187):
"It is inevitable that in the complex world in which we 
live no single individual can hope to ascertain, at 
first hand, all the objective facts pertaining to any 
given object. He must necessarily depend, in consider­
able degree, upon what the ’experts’ tell him. For the 
child the experts are mainly his parents; for the 
student, they are mainly his teachers and his books; 
for the very religious person, they are his priests, 
ministers or rabbis; for the scientist, they are other 
specialists in the field."
However, Krech and Crutchfield recognise that facts offered by
authorities are not always blindly accepted, and they stress the
subjective aspect that the expert must be recognised as a source
of authority. But experts usually do have prestige in our
society and are often listened to, not only on their own topic,
but on any topic they mention. This is noted by many social
psychologists, including Kimball Young ( 1 94.6, p.247) •
( iii) Criticism from someone in a superior position.
Some psychological work has been done on attitudes to 
criticism from someone in a superior position at work. He is 
not necessarily an expert but is in a dominant position (Maslow) 
and very often has difect power over the inferior. Most of 
the work on this topic is concerned with industry or education, 
and g enerally t ends to show that there is much conflict 
between people in different positions. It seems to emphasise 
the importance of a good relation, very much on the lines of
Anderson’s work. Roethlisberger and Dickson (1 9 4 9) refer to
—13"*
the "ten commandments" of the Western Electric Employee 
Relations Policy, which stress the importance of the supervisor& 
manner and approach to the workers. Roethlisberger (1 9 45) 
emphasises the importance of relations between the members of 
a factory. Roethlisberger and Dickson (19 4 9) also note the 
importance of the relative position of supervisor and worker. 
They say that workers behave differently according to the rank 
of the critic, acting with more respect, the higher the critic’s 
position. Krech and Crutchfield (ijlfô, p. 344-5) f quoting the 
results of several surveys, stress the frustration the worker 
feels because he cannot express himself freely. This frustra­
tion is also expressed by many subjects in the present 
investigation. A similar wish for an integrative approach, 
although differently worded, is described in the work of 
P.W. Hart (Young, 1 9 4 7» p.458). Hart sent a questionnaire to 
schoolchildren asking them to think of the teacher they liked 
best and to give their reasons for liking him, and pick out
the teacher they liked least and again give their reasons.
Tine results show that the childrenvn^snted co-operation, help­
fulness and everything else that suggests a genuine integrative
approach.
(iv) Criticism from the family.
Psychological work on the family is also relevant to the 
importance of the relation of critic and recipient. Much of 
the criticism received in everyday life comes from the family.
In the present enquiry it was found that reactions to family
— 1
criticism are often very emotional. One of the reasons for 
this is that emotional relationships of two people affect the 
criticism and the response, and family relationships are likely 
to include strong lixes and dislikes. As family relations 
influence the individual response to criticism so, to some 
extent, all the psychological work on the family is relevant 
to the present enquiry. But every relationship between two 
people is in some way unique, and to understand a particular 
reaction, that particular relationship must be studied. Out 
of the vast amount of psychological work on the family, only 
examples of criticism and relevant views on relations will be 
noted.
Groves and Ogburn (1928),writing on the American family, 
emphasise that differences of opinion within families are 
likely to cause much more emotional disturbance than differences 
of opinion between comparative strangers.
Sherif and Gantril (1 9 4 7) note how adolescents often resent 
any criticism from their parents, regarding it as interference. 
Many other psychologists describe the wish of adolescents to 
be emancipated, independent, and-oreated as adults by their 
parents and other adults. Again A^erson’s work seems relevant. 
The adolescent wants to be treated as an equal and not as a 
subordinate.
The difficulties connected with taking criticism from the 
family are not confined to adolescence. And though there may 
be some psychological factors common to all adolescents in our
-17-
culture, as suggested "by Stierif and Cantril (1947), intrafamily 
relations depend also on the other members of the family.
Not all parents behave in the same way, and attempts have been 
made to distinguish different parental types. Cole (1 $4-8), 
Baldwin, Kalhorn and Breese ( 194-5 ), Symonds (1955) and others 
have differentiated types of parental behaviour in terms of 
rejection, acceptance, autocracy, indulgence, democracy, etc. 
The criticism given by each type of parent will differ slightly 
and the recaption of it will also be different, partly because 
of the different criticism, and partly because of the different 
basic relationship.
Another aspect of the parent-child relationship is 
criticism of the parent by the child. Cole (194.8, p.2/9) 
mentions that this is allowed in democratic families. But 
many parents will not take criticism from their children and 
Bowlby (194.0, p.169) notes this as a neurotic trait.
Thus although very little specific mention of criticism is 
made, much of the* work on family relationships can be applied 
to the present study, especially when it deals with parent- 
child conflict. Much less has been written on other aspects 
of family relationships and most of this work does not directly 
apply to attitudes to criticism.
(v) Criticism from friends.
Reactions to criticism from friends were also investigated 
in the present study. Psychologists generally have written
less about friendships than family relationships, but some
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work has been done on the influence of age-mates, especially 
in adolescence. The importance of friends of the same age 
in opinion-formation is emphasised by Sherif and Cantril (194-7) 
who refer to several surveys on this topic. The present 
investigation showed that people very often reacted favourably 
to criticism of their friends and were much influenced by them. 
This is also the opinion of Sherif and Cantril. In a study of 
the '‘Junior High School Age", Stolz, Jones and Chaffey also 
say that ad-olescents will listen far more to their age-mates 
than to their parents or other adults (Sherif,and Cantril,
194.7, p.244) . Bios (1 94-1 , p.24.8-9) also believes that at 
adolescence, criticism of friends is very important.
(Vi) Conclusion on work on taking criticism from different 
people.
Thus, although very little has been written directly 
about the way people take criticism from different critics, 
much psychological work is relevant to this problem. Possibly 
most important among this work is that on dominance and status, 
as viewed by Maslow (l 9^7) : Eisenberg (1927)» Hyman (194.2), 
and others, and the concepts of integrative and dominâtive 
behaviour as stated by Anderson (1 9 2 9» 194-0 ). If the relation­
ship between the two people is understood, we have gone far 
towards understanding why the criticism is given and why the 
particular response to it is made. Both the objective status 
aspect of the relationship and the subjective, emotional
aspect must be understood. This applies also to criticism from
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the family when the emotional relationship is likely to he 
more intense.
%
if. Criticism on different topics.
(i) The theory of Ego-involvement.
The topic of the criticism is one of the main factors 
affecting response to criticism, hut no specific work was 
found on people’s reactions to criticism on different topics. 
Certain psychological theories, however, helped towards a 
better understanding of the determining influence of the topic 
on the r-esponse to the criticism, notably the theory of 
ego-involvement. This theory was first named by Sherif and 
Cantril but is actually much older. It explains how 
emotional attitudes towards objects or groups of objects, or 
ideas, affect perception, behaviour, e-tc., connected with that 
object. Sherif and Cantril give the following list of things 
that may become ego-involved ( 194.7, p.11 7) :
"In the normal" course of affairs, the components of the 
ego include the individual’s body and physical charac­
teristics; the things he learns belong to him, such as 
his clothes, his toys, his keepsakes, his room, his hut, 
his house, his mother, his sweetheart, his children; 
together with a whole host of social values he also 
learns and with which he identifies himself - his 
country, his politics, his language, his manner of 
dressing, the characteristics of his particular society."
A similar theory was evolved by Vifilliam James. He talks 
of the "expansion of the self" and says (1901, p.291):
"The empirical self of each of us is all that he is 
tempted to call by the name of ’me’. But it is clear 
that between what a man calls ’me’ and what he simply
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calls ’mine’ the line is difficult to draw. We feel 
and act about certain things that are ours very much as 
we feel and act about ourselves. Our fame, our children, 
the work of our hands may be as dear to us as our bodies 
are, and arouse the same feelings and the same acts of 
reprisal if attacked."
James mentions other things that are part of the Self:(19OI,p.291]
"In its widest possible sense, however, a man’s Self is 
the sum total of all that he can call his, not only his 
body and psychic powers, but his clothes and his house, 
his wife and children, his ancestors and friends, his 
reputation and works, his land and horses and yacht and 
bank account. All these things give him the same emotions 
If they wax or prosper, he feels triumphant, if they 
dwindle or die away, he feels cast down - not necessarily 
in the same degree for each thing, but in much the same 
way for all."
James says that we respond emotionally if any of these things 
are attacked, and that we respond in the same way if anything 
ego-involved is attacked, but not necessarily to the same 
extent. Similarly, in the present study it was found that 
reaction to criticism depended not only on the topic mentioned 
but also on the degree of ego-involvement that the person had 
over that particular topic.
Other psychologists have also recognised that if things 
outside the self are criticised or praised it may feel as if 
the self was being criticised or praised. Koffka (1996, p.920-1) 
describes the "Ego" and various things that belong to it, 
including body, blothes, family, and groups such as one’s 
political party. He adds that the "limits of the Ego" vary 
from person to person.
McDougall’s concept of sentiments (19O8, 192^) î® very 
close to the theory of ego-involvement./ He says (1908, p.197):
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"A sentiment is an organized system of emotional 
dispositions centred about the idea of some object."
McDougall’s descriptions of reactions, when objects about which
|We have sentiments are praised or attacked, are similar to
Ithose of Sherif and Cantril describing ego-involvements.
No person is ego-involved or has sentiments about quite 
the same things as anyone else. But certain topics are often 
ego-involved and provoke emotional responses if they are 
criticised and these will be reviewed individually.
(ii) Criticism of the self.
Much criticism in everyday life is directed against the 
immediate self and a strong emotional reaction often takes 
place. Miles (1899» P*949) asked 100 college women to mention 
concrete instances of things that made them angry. Of the 215 
separate instances named, 78 were "injuries to a sense of 
personal dignity", punishment, interference, being slighted 
or patronised, etc.; 79 were cases of anger due to a "sense of
injustice" and all these seem to be directly connected with the 
self. There were only 17 cases where the self was not directly 
involved. Miles admits it is difficult to generalise from 
such a small number of cases but says (1899» P*55^)»
"The small number of cases in which the anger was 
altruistic testifies to a healthy egoism; we may be 
indignant at injuries to others, but our feeling rarely 
rises to anger unless others stand near enough to us to 
be covered by the ’égoisme à deux’ by which a certain 
Frenchman has described love."
Although anger is ofteno-uused by an attack on others, 
this points out how often it occurs on behalf of the self. But
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not everything that is said about the self will be taken as 
criticism and evoke an emotional reaction. The particular 
aspect of the self that is mentioned must be ego-involved before 
we regard it as criticism. This was recognised by James
(1 9 0 1 ,  p . 9 1 0 ) :
"I, who for the time, have staked my all on being a 
psychologist, am mortified if others know much more 
psychology than I. But I am contented to wallow in the 
grossest ignorance of Greek. My deficiencies there give 
me no sense of personal humiliation at all. Had I 
pretensions to be a linguist, it would have been quite 
the reverse."
Sherif and Cantril say that attitudes concerned with a 
person’s position or status in social life are ego-involved 
( 1 9 W ,  P .6 1 ) .
Many psychologists give examples of dislike of criticism 
of personality. Burgess and Locke (194-5 » p.2/9) quote the 
following case. One of their subjects is speaking:
"Due to an accident I was a little lame and when the ball 
teams were chosen I was excluded. The thing that hurt 
me most was the boys calling me a ’sissy’."
This aspect of the boy’s life is obviously ego-involved.
In McKellar’s work on anger (194-9) insults were one of the 
most frequently mentioned causes of anger. He says (194-9 » P*4-9l) 
that the personality of an individual in modern society is 
often the object of verbal attack, and many of his examples 
illustrate the intense anger that often results from criticism 
of the self. People are also usually sensitive when their way 
of life or beliefs are attacked. One of McKellar’s subjects 
was annoyed when p*4'5L)-:
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"Another person who knows nothing of my problems, 
ambitions, or affairs, told me that my way of life was 
silly, and that I should live his way, the ’sensible’ 
way."
One’s religion is also thought to be an intimate part of the 
self and criticism of it often resented. Cason writes (199^^»
p .166):
"Most people regard religion as a personal matter and 
feel they have a right to their own opinions and beliefs, 
especially considering the fact that they are in a better 
position to appreciate the inner value of their religion 
than anyone else. A-person’s religion may seem almost 
perfect to him, and he may feel that the individual who 
criticises it is ignorant, intolerant, and narrow-minded. 
The critic seems to be discounting one personally."
Thus it is generally recognised that people are sensitive to
criticism of their personality, status, way of life, and
similar topics.
(iii) Criticism of appearance.
Appearance, including physical characteristics and clothes, 
is also ego-involved for most people. James (1901, p.292) 
and Koffka (1996, p.920) describe how the body and clothes are 
connected with ideas of the self. Koffka mentions sensitivity 
about physical deformities and how attempts are made to hide 
them. This is well known both to psychologists and others.
L.G. Brown says that there is usually extreme sensitivity about 
any physical defect and gives as an example the case of a man 
with one glass eye who was enraged when given the nickname 
"Pop-eye" (1994, p.147). Brown also gives the case of a short 
man who was very sensitive to any reference to his height (1994,
p .204)•
—24""
Cason (1950^, p.94) asked subjects to name "common 
annoyances". Some subjects put "A person commenting on my 
weight.", others, "A person commenting on the clothes I am 
wearing."
Goodenough (1924, p.469) writes on the sensitivity of 
adolescents to criticism of their appearance. She says that 
this often leads to loss of motor control in adolescents and in 
older people too:
"It is an exceptional golfer whose drive cannot be 
interfered with by remarks about his personal appearance."
Thus there is much evidence that clothes and appearance are
ego-involved for many people, and that if they are criticised,
they react as if the self were being criticised.
(iv) Criticism of work.
Work is another topic on which much criticism is received. 
There have been many psychological experiments done on the 
reception of criticism of work, but the results of these experim­
ents are usually limited. Also educational and industrial 
psychologists have described reactions to criticism of work 
(Section 9). It is generally realised that the relation of 
critic and recipient, the critic’s manner, etc., are important, 
but some people still seem to resent being criticised at work, 
no matter what the other factors in the situation are. Krech 
and Crutchfield, writing on industrial conflict, describe the 
strife and tension between workers and management (1948, p.541 ) 
and it is clear that in these circumstances, almost any
-25-
criticism is resented.
Some psychological work has been done on the reception of 
criticism by young people or children on their school or college 
work. L.B. Murphy and H. Ladd (1 944).^studied "Emotional 
factors in learning"^ and deal with reactions to criticism.
They found that the reception of criticism depended on the inter­
play of various factors in the situation and personality of 
the student. They describe one girl (1944, p.174) who was 
ambitious, rigid and rebellious in what Murphy and Ladd call a 
typically adolescent way. She took criticism well only when 
she had a favourable attitude to the college and to the work 
she was doing. She acted on suggestions only when she was 
good at the course, illustrating a common reaction of being 
able to respond well to criticism only when basically sure of 
oneself. Murphy and Ladd note many different reactions to 
criticism of work. They describe some girls as always 
dependent on the teachers, needing their approval and grateful 
for criticism (1944, p.148). The ideal is seen in another 
girl (1944, p.296) who "neither under- nor over-weighted 
criticism".
The case history method used by Murphy and Ladd is useful 
for comparing reactions of different people and viewing these 
reactions within the framework of the total personality.
L.G. Brown (1954) uses a similar approach and describes 
reactions to criticism of many topics including work. He gives 
a case of a boy who began writing and was ridiculed by his
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father. He reacted by hiding what he wrote and only regained 
confidence by winning prizes for story writing at college (1954, 
p .250). In another case (1924, p.417"8) Brown shows how critiel 
cism might affect a person for the rest of the day. He relates 
how a boy did not know his work in the first lesson of the day 
and was scolded by the master. This heightened his sensitivity 
so much that throughout the day he took everything as criticism 
and, when someone made a joke about him, took a chair and broke 
it over his head.
Questionnaires and surveys have also been used to find out 
children’s attitudes to punishment, including criticism.
Hopkins (1929» P#8) investigated the attitude of normal school­
children, aged 8 to 17» towards punishment, and the changes that 
occurred with advancing age and education. He used projection 
tests to discover attitudes to different punishments. He 
found that private explanation was thought effective only after 
the age of 12, but younger children said it made them feel 
shame epid sorrow and make resolutions to reform. 20^ o showed 
"indifference" at the explanation and said the child repeats 
the offence, not because he does not care but because the 
teacher has failed to help him. Public disgrace was thought 
effective by nearly all the children.
The children also had to choose between the teacher telling 
their class-mates or their parents after they have done something 
wrong. Some felt to t-ell the class would be no punishment, 
others felt parents would be more sympathetic and others were
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ashamed for parents to know. When asked for reactions after
punishment: 80-g%  reported shame.
70-85% reported anger against themselves.
25-55% reported anger against the teacher.
Thus, intropunitiveness seems to be prevalent.
Hopkins suggests discipline and restraint and therefore 
criticism are necessary for a child to feel secure. This view 
is strongly opposed by A.S. Neill who says that one of the 
main advantages of his school is that children are brought up 
in an atmosphere free from criticism. This makes them feel, 
in the words of one child, that the teachers were "on their 
side" and this enabled them to mature with self-confidence.
Children’s attitudes were also gathered by Witryol (195O) 
who found that children considered their teachers would 
praise them for t aking criticism and advice well and acting on 
it. Teachers also considered this praiseworthy behaviour.
This illustrates the general tendency to believe that one 
should take criticism well, especially when it is on work and 
given by an expert. The same attitude is shown in many 
personality questionnaires (Section 11 ).
Surveys such as that of Hopkins give some of the attitudes 
of children and adolescents towards criticism of their work. 
Other work on criticism hardly deals with the recipient’s 
attitude at all but only with the objective effect of the 
criticism. The usual pattern of this experimental work is to 
choose a fairly simple task, divide subjects into three 
comparable groups, one being praised after the first test, one
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being criticised, and the third being the control group. All 
groups are then retested and their results compared.
Myerson (1954) says that the experiments have no$ tackled 
the problem of praise and blame very satisfactorily as the 
conditions do not resemble those of real life. This seems 
justified and one could also add that the reactions are 
unsatisfactory regarded as reactions to criticism, since 
usually no introspections of any sort are obtained from the 
subjects. However, since this is almost the only experimental 
work on any aspect of the reception of criticism, some of 
these experiments must be surveyed.
E.B. Hurlock (192$) used four groups of children and 
subjected them to different treatments after they had performed 
her tasks. The order of effectiveness of the four treatments 
was:
1 . Praise.
2 . Reproof.
5. Being ignored but in front of the other groups.
4. Control group, whose performance became worse.
Within the groups, the inferior children responded most to 
praise and the superior ones tO/V reproof. In another experiment 
by Hurlock (Murphy, Murphy £ind Newdomb, 1957» p#47^"2 ) 
reproved group were slightly better than the praised group. 
Hurlock questioned the children after this experiment and 
found that praise and reproof were about equally effective 
subjectively.
Gilchrist (Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 19 27» P*472-5) 
using an English test on college students, obtained 75%
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improvement in the 29 subjects praised, and 6% lower score in 
the 21 subjects reproved.
Gates and Rissland (l925, p.215) experimented on the effect 
of encouragement and discouragement on 74 college students.
They divided the subjects into three groups and gave them tests 
on Motor Coordination and Colour Naming. Results were as follow
GROUP COORDINATION TEST COLOUR NAMING
Encouraged group..... 9% improvement .007% improvement
Discouraged group.... 6% improvement .01% improvement -
Control group...... . No improvement Worse.
These results are very different from those of Gilchrist, but
this might be due to the different experiment and individual
variation.
Book and Norvell (Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 1927» p.488-9^
using various tasks on 124 university students, found that a
combination of incentives including exhortation, knowledge of
results, and reproof caused improvement. But it is difficult
to isolate the effect of the criticism in this experiment.
Warden and Cohen (Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 19 5 7» P#474-5)
compared various incentives including praise and reproof on 58
children, t-en years old. Scoring for speed, reproof was the
worst incentive, scoring for accuracy, the second best.
T.W. Wood (19 5 4, p.660-1) compared the effects of praise and
reproof on 50 college students learning nonsense syllables.
The scores of the praised group increased from 2 0.7 to 26.4*
The scores of the reproved group increased from 2 0 .8 to 2 5*5 *
The scores of the control group increased from I9.6 to 2 0.5 *
Introspections were obtained and 6 of the 10 subjects reproved
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wanted to do better next time; 4 felt less confident. Brenner
(Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 1957, p.470-1) added another factor
to the usual experimental set-up, comparing the effects of
immediate and delayed praise or blame. His subjects were 405
children aged eight years and the task was remembering words.
The interval before the praise or blame in the "immediate"
groups was 2 minutes and for the "delayed" groups, one day.
Succeeding performances were worse in all groups but decline in
performance came first in the delayed groups.
Briggs (Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 1957» p.470-1)
/' experimented on praise and censure, including reprimand, sarcasm 
\
and ridicule. The main results were as follow:
Public reprimand caused 4C^ o to do better, 46% to do worse.
Private reprimand caused 85% to do better, 7% to do worse.
Public sarcasm caused lO^ o to do better, JJ/o to do worse.
Private sarcasm caused 16% to do better, 65W to do worse.
Public ridicule caused 7% to do better, 69% to do worse.
Private ridicule caused 21% to do better, 64% to do worse.
Public commendation caused 9I70 to do better, 1% to do worse.
Thus both public and private sarcasm and public reprimand
caused people to do worse, but private reprimand and comiaendation
improved scores (see Section 5). Briggs gave a questionnaire
to high school pupils who also said that sarcasm made them do
worse.
D.A. Laird (l925, p.258) investigated the effect of 
I "Razzing" or teasing or ridicule on performance. He mentions 
how baseball players are shouted at and how tnis deteriorates 
the performance of some and improves that of others. In his
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experiment 8 subjects were each razzed by fraternity brothers 
and each was very annoyed. Objective results showed that;
Steadiness standing, all subjects did worse under razzing. 
Steadiness sitting, 7 subjects did worse.
Three-hole test needing coordination suf fered less and some 
subjects improved.
Rate and fatigue in tapping suffered least of all and some 
subjects improved.
Laird has also investigated the effect of private and public
reprimand, sarcasm and ridicule, and his findings agree with
those of Briggs, that all tend to worsen performance except
private reprimand; public praise improves performance.
Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, surveying the work on praise
and blame (1957» p.447)» say that usually not enough notice
is taken of individual differences and the fact that what is
reproof to one person is not necessarily reproof for another.
The same criticism is made by Porlano and Axelrod (1957» P*92),
who investigated the effects of repeated praise and blame on
the performances of children, classified as extroverts or
introverts. Their results were as follow;
GROUP INCREASES TRIALS 1 -2 TRIALS 2 -5
Introvert blame    14*58 17*74
Introvert praise     7*^ 1
Extrovert blame     1 1 .2 9 19*84
Extrovert praise . . . . . . . . .  8.88 12*54
Control     8.04 9 *54-
Thus blame was generally more effective than praise but praise 
began to increase its effect in the third trial, and may have 
had more effect in further trials. This experiment takes 
note of personality differences, in a crude fashion, but does 
not obtain any introspections from subjects.
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It is difficult, when reviewing all this experimental work, 
to ascertain the true effect of criticism or blame on 
performance. In some cases it seems to cause improvement, 
sometimes considerably, and in others has a worsening effect.
It is sometimes a better incentive than praise and sometimes 
not. It seems as if the different situations in these 
experiments cannot be compared. Every factor in the criticism 
situation affects the response to gome extent, and in these 
experiments the blame given is not always the same, nor is the 
rest of the situation the same. Also, as always, there is 
individual variation between people.
(v)_Criticism of friends, families, groups, etc.
The extension of the self does not end with the physical 
and mental attributes, and work of the person. Individuals 
also feel ego-involved about people they are connected with, 
families, friends, and other groups of which they are members. 
Koffka (1956, p.520) describes how a woman feels aggressive if 
her child is criticised, and James also speaks of the family 
as part of the self and writes on the likely reaction if one’s 
family is insulted (19CI, p.292):
"Our immediate family is part of ourselves. Our father 
and mother, our wife and babes, are oone of our bone 
and flesh or our flesh. Vvhen they die, a part of our 
very selves is gone. If they do anything wrong it is 
our shame. If they are insulted, our anger flashes forth 
as readily as if we stood in tneir place."
Sherif and Cantril say that, to some extent, "love" and "ego-
involvement" are synonymous (1947, p.251):
foi
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"Love can be described as a high degree of ego-invoivement 
with another person in addition to sex-attraction and 
desires....."
Thus a loved person is an ego-involved object. But not only 
do we react emotionally if the object of the criticism is any
single member of the family, but also if it is the family as
a group. We react differently if a group to which we belong 
is criticised by a member of the group and by an outsider.
Young (1947» P*128) describes the we-group or in-group as 
follows;
"The we-group is that association of persons toward whom 
we feel a sense of communality and mutual identification, 
with whom we participate in carrying out some group 
function or purpose, with whom we support the group 
standards. For the individual it is characterized by
ideas or symbols and emotional attitudes, expressed in
such remarks as ’we belong’, ’we believe’, ’we feel’, 
or ’we act’. Moreover toward other members of our 
group we have a definite obligation, especially in the 
face of any critical sl_tnation which threatens them 
and us."
Different individuals are ego-involved over different groups. 
The groups may be formal with definite boundaries, such as 
country, or less formal, for example a man and his friends form 
a psychological group. Briffault sees the origin of group 
and family sentiments in the a ttitudes of groups of animals 
excluding other animals (1957» p *1 95-^) • Hs_e describes the 
causes of in-group feelings and antagonism to others in 
economic terms, but whatever their origin, there is no doubt 
these feelings exist.
Many others have realised that groups may be ego-involved,
although this term may not be used. McDougall whites as 
follows with regard to revenge and its connection with the
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self-regarding sentiment (I908, p.121)2
"(Revenge) may arise also from injury deliberately done 
to any part of the larger self, any part of that larger 
sphere of objects to whichione’s self-regarding sentiment 
extends, e.g. injury or insult to one’s family or tribe, 
or to any larger society with which a man identifies 
himself."
McKellar (1949) says that anger may result from a slighting . 
of one’s friends as well as of oneself. From answers to a 
questionnaire on anger-provoki^ng situations, he found that 
anger may be caused either by direct attack on the person or 
more indirectly by attack on a person or gro -up of waich he 
thinks highly or upon more abstract values a_nd moral 
sentiments.
Cason (1950a, p.159) writes on reactions to gossip:
"You may have a guilty feeling when you hear your 
acquaintances talked about and anger may result when 
you hear some scandalous and half-confidential remarks 
about your friends. It seems natural to sympathize 
and identify yourself with the person who is injured."
Viola ICLein ( 1946) says that the emotional reaction which
occurs when someone attacks or slights the g roup,is especially
strong when one is a member of a minority group. She describes
the sensitivity of "marginal g^-roups" to criticism.
"In Jews, women and other marginal groups, there is a 
heightened sensitivity to the summary judgement of the
dominant group ......  Marginal groups like women,
Jews, Negroes, foreigners, are news. Against this 
feeling o-f being in the limelight the ’marginal 
personality* reacts by being acutely susceptible to 
criticism by others. His respect is easily offended 
and every unfairness doubly resented with the feeling 
of the socially weaker."
But generally there is much more antagonism to criticism from
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outside than from a member of the group. Even members of 
sensitive marginal groups, such as Jews, are well-known for 
making jokes about themselves that they would not tolerate from 
outsiders. Consciousness of belonging to a group is heightened 
by attack from outside, therefore the reaction may be dispro­
portionately emotional.
( Vi) ^Conclusi^ on work on criticism on different topics.
No specific work has been done on the way people respond 
to criticism on different topics. The theory of ego- 
involvement helps to explain why people react differently wheun 
different topics are criticised. It stresses that the 
difference is not so much because of the particular topic, but 
because of the degree of ego-involvement that the person has 
over that topic. Reference to criticism on different topics 
has been found in occasional case histories or surveys. Also 
there is the experimental work on praise and blame, which 
stresses only one aspect of the total reaction.
5. The critic’s manner.
The way in which the critic puts his criticism is one of 
the determinants of the recipient’s response. The recipient 
reacts according to his assessment of the critic’s manner and 
so again the situation must be understood as it appears to him.
The work of Anderson on integrative and dominative 
behaviour is relevant to this aspect of the situation. 
Integrative behaviour implies that criticism will be given
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in a certain fashion since the recipient’s wishes and feelings 
will he respected. Dominant behaviour (Anderson) usually 
implies that the critic’s manner will be without much regard 
for the other person. The critic’s dominance-feeling, as 
noted by Maslow, affects his manner, and the relative dominance- 
feeling of critic and recipient is also important. Kohler 
(1929, p.255-4) gives an example of a non-dominant man in a 
position of dominant objective status and describes the 
difficulty of such a man when he has to criticise. Kohler 
thus illustrates the effect of the critic’s personality on 
the way in which he puts his criticism. The same connection 
between personality and way of putting criticism is seen in 
the work of Cole (1948), Baldwin, Kalhorn and Breese (1945)» 
and others, who differentiate parental types according to 
their disciplinary and other aJLtitudes to their children.
The fact that the relation between two people affects the 
method of making criticism, and also that the relationship is 
itself influenced by the critic’s manner, has been recognised 
by educational and industrial psychologists and managements 
trying to make a friendly atmosphere in their work-place.
The Western Electric Company, described by Roethlisberger and 
Dickson (1 949), stresses the importance of courtesy to its 
employees.
There is a general belief that people react more favourably 
to criticism put in a tactful, pleasant fashion. But little 
has been done showing explicitly h-ow attitudes differ according
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to the critic’s manner, though Pear (1959) Kas attempted to 
define and describe tact.
One aspect generally regarded as important is whether the 
criticism is given publicly or privately. There seems to be 
unanimous agreement that people prefer to be criticised when 
alone. Briggs and Laird (Murp hy, Murphy and Newcomb, 19 5 7» 
p.470-5) both found that public sarcasm, ridicule or reprimand 
always had a worse effect on the task than the same form of 
criticism given privately. Hopkins (1959) found that children 
thought public disgrace effective, but disliked it. Crow and 
Crow (1951, p*254) describing what they consider to be the best 
form of criticism, say it should be given privately.
Preference for private criticism was expressed by four 
youngsters aged I4-I5 years in a television discussion. When 
asked wnether they preferred to be criticised by their parents 
with other people there or later, when alone, they all agreed 
they preferred to be criticised privately. One girl said 
being criticised in front of other people made you feel inferior, 
but if you were criticised alone you could take note of it 
more and so would not make the same mistake next time. The 
other children agreed. McKellar (1949» P*180) notes that we 
feel particularly angry when we are slighted in front of our 
rivals, those we admire, those whom we wish to admire us, those 
for whom we feel reverence and those who revere us.
Little has been found in psychological work about methods 
of criticising that are generally acc^ted or disliked, but it
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is believed that sarcasm is usually disliked. Sarcasm is 
mentioned by Cason’s subjects as a ""common annoyance" (1g^Oa) 
but so are many other forms of criticism. Laird (Murphy, 
Murphy and Newcomb, 1957» p.472-5) found that sarcasm had the 
worst effect on work, then public reprimand and then ridicule. 
Briggs (Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb, 1 9 57, p.470-1) also found 
sarcasm worst in its effect, but found reprimand had better 
effects than ridicule.r. Pear (I951, p.45) says that most 
people dislike being "talked down"to. Pear (l959, pp.84 and 
144) and Richardson (1918) have noted the importance of the 
way in which things are said as well as what is said. Richard­
son also notes the close connection between the critic’s 
manner and motive for criticising (19I8, p.21-2):
"It frequently appears in the observations that it is 
not what is done or said, so much as it is the attitude 
of the person that is so offensive. A too positive or
aggressive action, a too great display of wisdom, a too
familiar or condescending demeanor, may be the essential 
stimulus to anger. The following phrases are noted by 
different subjects as being an important part of the 
situation stimulating anger of the type now being 
treated:
’I resented his too dignified air more tiaan anything 
else.’
’What angered me most was his condescending attitude as 
if he knew it all.’
’He acted too wise and I was aware he was trying to lord
it over me. That was the most offensive part.’
’It was not what he said. It was his haughty air and 
little condescending laugh in dismissing the matter that 
rang in my ears.’
’It was not his statement so much as it was his rather 
spiteful attitude that angered me.’"
Something only implied, not actually said, may still be taken
as criticism. This is seen in Richardson’s examples, and
-59-
also Sears (1942) points out that if there has been constant 
praise cessation of this may be seen as reproof.
The connection between intention and manner of the critic 
is interesting when applied to "razzing" or "kidding", that is, 
teasing criticism. Myerson (1944, p.291) says that different 
types of kidding are present in all levels of society, it is 
good-natured, gives pleasure to the bystander, but is secretly 
resented by the recipient. It may be observed that it is not 
always good-natured. The somewhat malicious motive is often 
recognised by the butt and resented. On the other hand, there 
is the type of situatiog. noted by Bios who says (194I, p.44) :
"Paul at times uses a sharp tongue, but he is recognised 
as having- a kind and really affectionate disposition.
His classmates realize his fundamental goodwill."
The criticism is put sharply but not resented as it is thought
to be good-natured.
Conclusion on work on "Che critic’s manner.
Thus little seems to have been done by psychologists on 
the importance of the way in which criticism is put. It is 
generally recognised that criticism should be put pleasantly 
and tactfully and both psychologists and laymen seem to think 
that criticism put in this way should be taken well. This is 
expressed by Grow and Crow who describe the bad effects of some 
criticism but then add (1951> P*^2):
"However,tactful criticism of a recognized fault to an 
individual is desirable and everyone should be trained 
to accept Eind to give this kind of friendly criticism. 
This attitude will encourage objective self-criticism
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and will lead to adjustments that are wholesome and 
desirable."
Again this illustrates the connection between the manner and 
motive of the critic, and again it is clear that both are 
affected by the relationship of the two people concerned.
Opinions on whether criticism should be given publicly 
or privately seem to be unanimous in agreeing that it is better 
in every way for it to be given privately, that people prefer 
it, are less emotionally disturbed by it, and therefore are 
more likely to listen to it.
6 . The critic’s motive for criticising.
Very little was found on the rather subtle point of the 
importance of the critic’s motive for criticising. It is 
generally recognised that this may range from a desire to help 
the recipient to a wish to harm him. Many motives have been 
suggested by psychologists (Section 15) but very little attention 
has been paid to the fact that different responses occur 
according to the recipient’s judgement of the critic’s motive.
Oneeagain Anderson’s theory of integrative and dominative 
behaviour is relevant, as someone behaving in an integrative 
fashion intends helping the other person, whereas purposes are 
selfish in a dominative approach.
It is impossible to isolate this aspect of the situation, 
since people judge the critic’s motive by such things as his 
manner, what they know of him and the type of criticism given.
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constructive or destructive. Pear (1951» 1959) writes on how 
people judge others hy their tone of voice, dialect, etc.
There are great individual differences in judging motives, 
depending partly on the particular situation and partly on the 
recipient. Paranoid thinking is one extreme, vihen almost 
anything is taken to he ill-intentioned criticism. This is 
considered more fully when the effect of personality traits on 
response is studied (Section 11).
There is a feeling that criticism should he given to help 
and that one should regard favourably criticism of this type. 
This is expressed by Crow and Crow writing on Hygienic 
Supervision (1951» p.248). Walls, writing on supervision,
stresses that there should be a basic attitude of approval on 
the part of the supervisor, and that the employee should 
believe his intentions to be helpful (1948, p . 148)#
I.A. Richards (1929) deals with literary criticism and not 
with criticism in a social situation and he says that there are 
two ways of interpreting utterances, either to concentrate on 
what is said, or on the motives behind the opinions expressed 
(1929, p.6). He believes that normally we largely ignore the 
speaker’s motives. This is probably less true of the criticism 
situation than of a more impersonal, less emotional situation. 
Motives often seem clear to the recipient who appreciates and 
responds to them. This is confirmed by the interview results 
in the present study (Chapter VI, 2).
Richards describes various aspects of speech #iich are
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similar to some aspects studied here of the criticism situation 
He says p.181-2) that most speech can he regarded from
four points of view: the sense of meaning of what is said;
the feeling behind it; the speaker’s manner, governed by his 
attitude towards his listener, and the speaker’s conscious and 
unconscious aims in speaking. Richards thus points out that 
there is motive behind speech, but does not say how recognition 
of this will affect the listener.
Conclusion on work on the critic’s motives for criticising.
Very little was found on this aspect of the criticism 
situation and how it affects the response. Many motives for 
criticising have been described, but little suggests that 
responses to differently motivated criticism will differ. Some 
suggestion is made that criticism intended to be helpful will 
evoke a more favourable response than that intended to hurt or 
given selfishly. Again, it depends on the recipient’s judge­
ment of the situation.
7. The type of criticism given.
<
Another aspect of the criticism situation largely ignored 
by psychologists is the type of criticism that is given. It 
is convenient to divide criticism into four main categories, 
constructive, destructive, vague and detailed. The general 
opinion among laymen and psychologists is that criticism, to 
be helpful, should be constructive and usually detailed. It
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is felt that people should he willing to listen to this sort 
of criticism. Crow and Crow say that criticism should
be tactfully put, given with good intentions, and constructive 
(195I; p.2if8). Crow and Crow describe four types of super% 
vision, which may sometimes approximate to criticism, corrective, 
preventitive, constructive and creative (155I, p.252).
"Corrective supervision" is merely finding errors and is here 
called destructive criticism. They believe it will result in 
resentment and antagonism. They note, as subjects did in the 
present study, that this type of criticism is the easiest to 
give. "Preventitive supervision" as described by Grow and 
Grow only offers advice about the future but it might be 
regarded as criticism. "Constructive supervision", here 
called constructive criticism, not only points out faults but 
also suggests remedies. Crow and Crow say it should be given 
in a "cooperative spirit" and will stimulate in the people 
being supervised a "desire to do better". This seems to echo 
Anderson, and this is even more obvious when they describe 
their last category, "creative supervision". This also is a 
branch of constructive criticism but allows the supervised 
person more freedom than "constructive supervision". Crow and 
Crow agree with the result found in the present investigation 
that people tend to prefer constructive criticism to destructive.^ 
They do not mention reactions to vague or detailed criticism.
Kimball Young (19 47, p.498-9) quotes the work of Hart who 
investigated qualities in teachers that children liked and
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disliked (Section 5 )* He obtained results that may be 
interpreted as showing a preference for constructive rather 
than destructive criticism.
Arlitt (1995) quotes Sanford Bell’s investigation in 19OO 
of the characteristics adolescents most disliked and liked.
Among the disliked qualities connected with criticism were 
excessive scolding and sarcasm, referring to the critic’s 
manner; unjust punishment, which refers to .4^  ^justness; 
malevolence and indifference, referring to the critic’s 
intentions. Among the characteristics that were liked were 
special help in lessons and kindly advice, which imply that 
constructive criticism and well-meaning advice are welcomed.
But it was found in the present enquiry that even construc­
tive criticism is not always welcomed, and others note this too. 
Cason’s subjects gave examples of constructive as well as 
destructive criticism as annoying incidents. One section of 
annoyances, labelled "commands" (1g^Oa, p.94) include "advice", 
"being hurried", "bossing, coaxing, nagging" which might be 
constructive criticism. Some of Cason’s examples indicate 
that constructive detailed criticism is disliked.
(1990a, p.97) "A person correcting my misplays in a card game."
(1990a, p.94) "A person giving me a good deal of advice when I
have not asked for it."
A "A person ordering me to do something. "
(1990a, p.92) "A person in an automobile I am driving celling
me how to drive."
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Cason believes most people resent being told how to drive and 
that the ^neral t en dene y is for the driver not to carry out 
the instructions given as it would make him seem inferior.
This might apply to constructive criticism in other situations 
too.
Another annoyance named by Cason’s subjects is (l990a, 
p.136):
"A .person telling me to do something when I am just about 
to do it."
In some circumstances constructive criticism may be viewed in 
this way by the recipient and Cason suggests his probable 
reactions and attitudes ( 1 p . 1 9 6 ) :
"He seems to suggest that you do not have as much 
originality and initiative as he has and that you would 
not have thought of performing the act if he had not told 
you to do it. He may want to be able to think or say, 
^You did it because I told you to do it* and take the 
credit himself. The act may be necessary or it may be 
the obvious thing to do; and you may not like to lose 
the credit you think you deserve and at the same time 
have the other person attain an undeserved position of 
ascendance."
Thus Cason found that constructive criticism may be regarded as 
an intrusion. But his examples also contain many instances of 
annoying destructive criticism.
Gates (1926) noted as causes of anger examples of both 
constructive and destructive criticism. Among the constructive 
are (1926, p.990) "unwelcome advice", "others ’knew too much’", 
"being bossed by parents and friends". Among the examples more 
in the category of destructive criticism are "insulting or 
sarcastic remarks", "contradictions", "being teased".
Conclusion _on .work on the type _o.f criticism given.
Thus very little has been done about reactions to the 
different types of criticism, although the different types are 
usually recognised. There is a general belief that constructive 
criticism is more helpful and given with better intentions and 
that this is the sort of criticism that should be given and 
accepted. Some evidence shows there is usually a more favoura­
ble reaction to it, but Cason and others ,investigating causes 
of annoyance or anger, found that examples of both types of 
criticism, constructive and destructive, were mentioned by 
subjects as causes.
8. Reactions to Justified and Unjustified criticism.
Another determinant of a person’s response to criticism is 
whether he thinks the criticism given is justified or not.
Once again the subjective side of this question is of prime 
importance. Most criticism is judged by the critic as being
justified. It is not this that influences the reaction, but
whether the recipient believes it to be justified, that is, 
whether he agrees with it.
The little work concerning this determinant of the reaction 
generally agrees that there is more likely to be a favourable 
response when the criticism is believed to be justified, and 
that unjustified criticism is usually resented and ignored.
For example, L.G. Brown (1994) describes a case of a strong
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emotional reaction to criticism considered to be unjustified.
The following opinion is given by a girl, one of Brown’s
subjects (1994, p.499): ^
"One of the best ways to anger anyone or arouse his 
hatred is to let him overhear an unjust remark concerning j 
himself." j
Her story is that after the death of her mother her world
I
collapsed, and so she tried to enter into every activity in '
order to keep her mind constantly occupied. Then she heard 
someone say "Wouldn’t you think Jane would be ashamed to go out 
for all th$se activities so soon after her mother’s death!
She could not have cared very deeply". Jane’s first reaction 
was a wish to strike the person. Then she went home, dazed.
She said she had never felt such rage, and sobbed and cried. 
Finally she thou^t she would despise her, snub her and never 
speak to her again. One of the main factors in this incident 
is that Jane believes the criticism is quite unjustified, but 
the topic, concerned with her mother’s death, is already 
fraught with motion.
Many psychologists note that adolescents dislike criticism. 
Because of poor rapport, the adolescent often feels that much 
of the criticism given to him by his parents and other adults 
is unjustified and therefore he reacts unfavourably to it. 
Sometimes this is because of the different ideas of parents and
i
children, and in other cases, the adult critic may not explain :
m
his i^asons sufficiently. This is common when an adult is |
criticising younger children. Partridge 999, p.2 )^i.O says that'
—4.8—
parents cannot always give children reasons and so, to the 
child, the demands seem unreasonable*
Sanford Bell (Arlitt, 1995) investigated the cnaracteristics 
adolescents most disliked, and found among them "unjust 
punishment", which may include unjustified criticism. Gates 
(1926) found that "unjust accusations" were a cause of anger 
among college women.
Goodenough, however, when discussing criticism of appearance, 
says that people are more disturbed when they think the 
criticism is true (1994., p.4.69).
Conclusion on work on whether criticism is justified or not.
The little work done by psychologists on this point agrees 
with the popular view that people respond more favourably to 
criticism they believe is justified, that is, when they agree 
with it. The results of the present investigation agree with 
this, but it was also found that sometimes justified criticism 
provokes an eVen greater emotional response than unjustified, 
and is often followed by intropunitive reactions. Little 
suggestion of this was found in psychological work.
9. Criticism when the recipient is and is not sure of himself. .
  —   , . .        —  ■ ■ ' —
Another determinant of the reaction is how sure of himself 
the recipient is on the topic of the criticism. This $s often 
related to his judgement of the justness of the criticism, as 
if one is sure of oneself, criticism is more likely to seem
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unjust, and vice versa. It is also connected with the recipient & 
personality. (Section 1 1). Some people are generally more 
confident and secure and this affects their attitude to criticism 
Klein and Schoenfeld (1941, p.249) found a high degree of 
generality of confidence among their subjects and concluded that 
confidence is a personality trait, not just due to the topic.
But it makes a difference if one is criticised on a topic about 
which one is confident and a topic about which one is not. 
Differences between these two situations are similar to 
differences in attitudes of people who are generally confidant 
and those who are not.
Maslow (1997) distinguishes people with high dominance and 
those with low dominance, that is, people who are generally 
sure of themselves and those who are not, "high dominance 
feeling" being a synonym for "self-confidence". Elsewhere 
(1942), Maslow makes a similar typology, differentiating 
security and insecurity. He says (19 4 2, P - 9 5 0  that the 
insecure person is striving for security, feels rejected and 
despised and looks on other people as essentially hostile, so 
is not likely to believe that any criticism is well-meant. But 
he is likely to be influenced by it and react in an intro- ,
punitive fashion. Secure people, as described by Maslow, are ‘
more likely to regard criticism as friendly advice, and, being 
calmer and happier, are less likely to be emotionally disturbed
by it.
There is a general belief that adolescents respond badly
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to criticism, tending to be emotionally disturbed by it and 
often reacting aggressively. One of the reasons for this may 
be their feelings of insecurity. This feeling is described 
by Arlitt (1 995)» says that in these circumstances, defence 
mechanisms often develop. He describes the adolescent’s 
sensitivity to criticism which he suggests is due to his 
emotional/./ immaturity and resultant insecurity:
"The emotionally immature adolescent becomes angry at 
small or even fancied slights. This oversensitiveness 
is directly related to insecurity. He is constantly 
in the position of what he feels to be implied criticism, 
He takes chance remarks or the chance laughter of the 
group as applied to himself. He takes personally any­
thing which can be so interpreted whether or not it has 
any personal reference."
Cole (1948) in her description of adolescence, similarly
connects insecurity, emotional immaturity and sensitivity to
criticism. Harding (19 4 1, p.2 0) also believes that if the
person is secure, criticism will be received less emotionally
but more profitably.
Thus there are differences in responses to criticism of 
basically secure and insecure people. But an individual also 
responds differently to criticism on topics he is and is not 
sure about. The only work relevant to this problem found, 
was a comparison of intensity of attitudes (how sure people 
are of their opinions) with the extremity of these opinions. 
Allport and Hartmann in 1925, found that those who held 
extreme opinions were more confident. They suggest that the 
extremist’s excess of confidence is a compensation for a basic 
feeling of insecurity. D .M . Johnson (194O) investigated the
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confidence of opinions concerning war and found that atypical
opinions were usually held with more confidence. Cantril
( 1 94-6, p.192), in a survey, found that the more extreme an
attitude is in its direction, the more intensely it is likely
to be held. Sherif and Cantril (194-7 , p.192) quote similar
results obtained by Stouffer and his associates. But this
work does not suggest the likely reaction when a topic about
which people are or are not sure, is criticised.
Conclusion on criticism when people are and are not sure of 
themselves.
Very little work has been done on the different reactions 
when the recipient is or is not sure of himself. Some is 
concerned with the difference in reactions of basically secure 
and insecure people. This is an investigation of personality 
traits, and is discussed in Section 1 1. It was found that 
secure people are less emotional in their responses, but 
insecure people are more likely to be influenced. The same 
applies when certainty on a particular topic is considered.
If the person is certain on the topic, he is probably less 
emotionally disturbed but is less ready to listen to the critic.
1 0. Some other determinants of reactions to criticism.
(i) Introduction.
A few other factors influence the reaction to criticism 
Very little psychological work seems to have been done on 
these aspects of the situation although they are important.
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(il) The attitude of the person to the criticism.
One of the factors zo be considered is the attitude of 
the recipient towards the criticism, whether he wants it or 
not. One v/ay of showing that the criticism is wanted is to 
ask for it, but not everybody who asks for criticism really 
wants it, as often they only want praise or reassurance. But 
in some cases people really do want help or advice. This is 
recognised by McKellar who describes attitudes on receiving 
wanted criticism (1992, p.252):
"When a writer feels his own critical standards to be 
inadequate he will, as is usual, obtain the assistance 
of others. For example, a person about to speak in a 
debate may approach friends and thus obtain anticipations 
of the lines of argument his opponents in the debate may 
adopt. In doing this he makes use of the introjected 
critical standards of the other person from whom such 
criticisms are more tolerable than from strangers or 
opponents during the debate."
These feelings may not be universal but they illustrate a case
where a person wants criticism, asks for it, is pleased to
receive it, and makes use of it. Cason (1 P*9 4) writes
that one of the annoyances subjects mentioned, was getting
advice when they did not want it. Generally if one wants the
criticism one is more likely to react favourably to it.
(iii) The time interval between incident and criticism.
Another aspect to be considered is the time interval 
between the behaviour, work, etc., and the criticism of it. 
Usually, the shorter the time interval, the greater the 
emotional reaction. But the lessening of emotion with time 
does not always occur. McKellar (19 4 9, P*2 9) notes that memory
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of an incident as well as perception of it taking place may 
evoke emotional excitement, and James says (I89I, p.442);
"As with instincts, so with emotions, the mere memory or 
imagination of the object may suffice to liberate the 
excitement. One may get angrier in thinking over one’s 
insult than at the moment of receiving it."
Nothing further could be found on the importance of the time
interval between incident and criticism of it.
(iv) The amount of criticism received in the past.
Another factor affecting response in a particular situation 
is how much criticism that person has received in the past. 
Accumulation of past criticism often tends to lower the 
tolerance level of the individual. Jersild (1949) says:
"The potency of a present stimulus will also be determined 
by stimuli that have gone before such as cumulative 
thwartings, setbacks or other disturbances."
The past criticism that adds to the effect of the present
incident may have come from the same or another source. Cole
gives tne following interesting case (1948, p.196):
"The writer was present when a sarcastic teacher commented 
once too often upon the well-intentioned efforts of an 
exasperated and poorly-inhibited pupil, who forthwith 
smashed her book into the teacher s face and broke the 
lady’s nose, a reaction the teacher had simply been 
asking for during years of sarcasm and scorn."
There are several important factors in this case; the girl’s ?
personality, the critic’s manner, and the fact that the
criticism from this source had been continuing for years. The
accumulative effect of criticism may be felt during adolescence
when much criticism is received. Goodenough (19 5 4, p.467-8)
remarks on the frequency of criticism on appearance in adolescen
ce
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and its effect. She says that there is usually no actual loss *
of motor control in adolescence but adds: ^
■
"It is easy to see, however, why some children do show 
an increased motor awkwardness at this time. Changes 
in their appearance are so marked that people are always 
commenting on it, often in rather tactless fashion. 
’Gracious, how John is stretching out. And look at the 
size of his feet’. ’My goodness, don’t tell me this is 
little Mary! V/hy she used to be such a dainty little 
girl. I never in the world would have known her! ’
Daily exposures to remarxs of this kind can hardly help 
but embarrass and annoy a sensitive child even though 
no unkindness is intended."
McKellar (195 ,^ p.95) ^so notes the influence of past
provocation in the occurrence of any emotion.
11. The personality of the recipient.
As well as the external factors of the criticism situation 
the recipient’s personality also determines the response, 
personality may be defined as the sum total of the physical and 
mental traits that make up the individual, as in Allport’s 
definition (1949, P*48)-:
"Personality is tne dynamic organization within the î
individual of those psycho-physical systems that determine 
his unique adjustments to his environment."
Every individual has unique reactions to criticism. The same :4Î
situation will be perceived differently by different people
and the response depends largely on the perception. Perception
of the situation includes, first of all, a judgement by the
person as to whether it is criticism or not. Once something is
perceived as criticism, the recipient’s judgement of the critic
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affects his reaction, as do his feelings on the topic of the 
criticism. The other aspects of the situation influencing 
the individual’s reactions are also more or less subjective.
The fact that there are great individual differences in 
perception and reaction, and that the same objective stimuli 
mean something different to different people, has been 
generally recognised. Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb discuss this 
point while referring to praise and reproof (1997, p.447):
"An objective similarity in the quality or quantity of 
stimuli actually involves subjective differences for . 
individual subjects. Wlxat is reproof enough barely to 
stimulate a fairly hardboiled youngster might cause 
great fumbling in another, or in another result in 
cramping from over-effort. One personality may accept 
reproof with naive suggestibility, where another may 
say inwardly, ’I certainly did not do badly on that job.’ 
A fighting mechanism aroused in a labhargic child may be 
helpful to increased work, where it might be demoralizing 
to a more susceptible child ..."
They stress that both sides of the situation must be considered, 
the external factors and the person responding (1957, P»4 4 9)* 
Myers on, writing- on praise, blame and punishment, also 
says that great individual differences exist in reactions 
(1994, p.282). Burks finds that young children differ in 
their reactions to criticism and advice (Murphy, Murphy and 
Newcomb, 1957, P#680).
Attitude to criticism has been related to basic personality 
or to specific traits by some psychologists, but mostly they 
do not describe the reactions to criticism sufficiently and 
often assume that people either "take" it or not, and that 
those who do not "take" it are neurotic, immature, etc. They
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forget that although there are differences between individuals, 
the same individual reacts differently to criticism in 
different situations.
Many psychologists see ân "inability to take criticism" 
as a sign of a neurotic trait or personality. This is evident 
in the Bernreuter Personality Inventory which contains many 
questions concerned with the attitude to criticism. This test 
suggests that to react with much emotion or to be afraid of 
criticism mainly shows lack of self-confidence and neuroticism.
The "Neurotic Inventory" by Thurstone and Thurstone (195 )^ 
also contains many questions concerning' criticism. According 
to this test, it is a neurotic trait to be hurt or disturbed 
by criticism, not to be able to stand kidding, or to show 
gr^at fear of criticism and high self-consciousness. It ijs 
also neurotic to believe thd, one is often criticised and 
ridiculed and to be generally touchy. Like the Bernreuter Test 
this tends to over-generalise and clearly assumes a connection 
between inability to take criticism calmly and neuroticism.
Others make the same connection. Bowlby (1940, p.169) 
says that neurotic parents cannot take criticism from their 
children. Hadfield says that oversensitivity to criticism is 
a neurotic tendency (l950, p.111):
"The neuroses may further be considered in terms of 
hypersensitivity or allergy. As we may be hypersensi­
tive to nicotine or quinine, so we may because of early 
experiences, become hypersensitive or allergic to fear, 
to criticism or frustration, and react in an exaggerated 
or abnormal manner to these stimuli."
Thus, to Hadfield, neurotics may be oversensitive to criticism
and as well as perceiving more criticism than normal people
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will have an exaggerated emotional reaction to it.
If oversensitivity to any suggestion of criticism is 
exaggerated, it may he called paranoid tendencies of a 
persecutory type, when everything is seen as an inimical 
action. Hadfield gives the following case of paranoid 
projections where much criticism was perceived (195O, p.99 4) :
"A professional woman complains that people do not 
respect her, which is not the fact. The explanation is 
that she has undesirable characteristics of which she 
is unconscious but which she despises in herself. She 
therefore thinks that other people will think the same; 
so she says they ^  think the same and do not respect 
her. She then goes a step further, for since she is 
uhconscious of her sins, she resents their supposed 
criticism and so perpetually justifies herself before 
others; but the more she justifies herself the more she 
exposes herself to criticism. By thus projecting her 
own criticism on to others she spares herself the 
humiliation of admitting her own failings, but it is at 
the cost of imaginary adverse judgements of others."
Cameron has also given an account of the development of 
paranoic thinking (1949). He says that the commonest forms 
of paranoic thinking are misunderstanding and misinterprétât ions 
which then develop into delusions of persecution. This 
finally results in reactions of retaliation or defence. He 
says that paranoic thinking always involves some serious 
defect in the ability to alter perspectives and so there is a 
strong tendency to accumulate progressive misunderstandings 
and the situation becomes progressively worse. Cameren 
compares the inflexibility of paranoid thought with the greater 
ability to change of the normal adult. But he notes that 
individuals differ in their readiness to change a fundamental
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at titude once acquired. He also says that some attitudes are 
harder to change than others whose content is less emotional. 
Some of the sensitive points Cameron mentions are personal 
defects and half-suspected weaknesses, even if they are not 
obvious to others. Some of these persist as areas of special 
sensitivity in the individual and v/e recognise that some 
people are touchy on certain topics and others are sensitive 
on many things. Cameron says an anticipatory set or expecta­
tion of criticism is built up through feelings of inadequacy 
or insecurity because of real or fancied deficiencies and 
defects, or persistent failings or rebuffs or even a bad 
conscience. In the paranoid this is carried to an extreme.
To a lesser extent, someone sensitive to criticism, but not to 
a paranoid degree, will take as criticism quite ordinary 
remarks. Cameron’s views help to explain individual variations 
in the perception of criticism.
Thus neurotic and paranoid tendencies and lack of self- 
confidence influence both what is seen as criticism and the 
reaction to it. Another trait or personality type that is 
often connected with responses to criticism is "maturity- 
imiiiaturity" or a developed or undeveloped personality. Melvin 
(1948) believes that the "developed" person can profit by 
criticism, is influenced by others and is flexible in his 
ideas, but will not just ignore a snub and is sensitive to the 
feelings of others. He will not react aggressively to personal 
criticism.
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It has been noted that adolescents are supposed to take 
criticism badly and to be emotionally immature, and so again 
the two are connected# Cole (1948) describes the growth of 
emotional maturity in adolescence and sees the ability to 
accept criticism without being hurt as a symptom of maturity.
She emphasises that adolescents tend to be too influenced by 
criticism and fear of criticism but says this should vanish witt 
greater maturity. Arlitt (1995) agrees that adolescents are 
very sensitive to criticism and attributes this to their 
feelings of insecurity.
Thus security also affects attitudes to criticism. It 
has already been noted in Section 9 that the insecure person 
is much more likely to be disturbed by criticism. This agrees 
with the assumption of the Bernreuter Test that to be disturbed 
by criticism is a sign of low self-confidence.
Other psychologists have also described personality types 
and their reactions to criticism. Karen Horney refers to 
"neurotic competition". People suffering from this symptom 
are acutely sensitive to criticism and she describes their 
reactions as follows (1957, P*19^)*
"Naturally they are also extremely sensitive to any |
criticism. Many persons have never produced more than | 
their first book or their first picture because they 
felt too deeply discouraged by even mild criticism.
Many latent neuroses first become manifest at the 
criticism of a superior or the incurrence of a failure, 
although the criticism or the failure may in itself 
have been trivial, or at any rate quite out of propor­
tion to the resulting mental trouble."
Horney sees fear of disapproval, including fear of criticism.
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as a neurotic symptom (19 97, P»295). She believes excessive 
fear of disapproval is due to guilt feelings and describes 
some of the resulting defences that occur in the neurotic, for 
instance, forestalling any criticism by being always right or 
perfect and leaving no vulnerable spots. Any behaviour, 
however wrong, will be justified strongly (1997, p.242)0 
Elsewhere (1 9 5 0 , Horney elaborates further the reasons why 
neurotics are so often sensitive to criticism. She says one 
neurotic symptom is "self-hate and self-contempt" and one 
consequence of this is hypersensitivity to criticism and 
rejection, since because the neurotic cannot accept himself, 
he cannot believe that others accept him (l 95  ^, P#19 4) * 
Everything others say is seen as hostile, and again this 
emphasises that criticism is what is taken as criticism. 
Although this type of neurotic has unhappy social relations 
with most people, Horney maintains this is a defence against 
having to live with his own acknowledged self-contempt. Horney 
also describes the self-effacing type of neurotic, who reacts 
intropunitively when attacked (1991, p.22$).
Fromm (1 9 4 2, 1949) also describes personality types and 
gives some of "Uieir characteristic ways of responding to 
criticism. Some of his types are similar to those of Horney. 
He describes the person with the "receptive orientation", who 
has a great need of love and support from outside. He will be 
especially sensitive to any form of criticism or rebuff from 
the loved person ( 1946, p.69). Horney calls this "morbid
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dependency”.
Westerberg ( 1 9 5 0  Has formulated a ratner odd typology, i
o
linking the traits "sensitive" and "critical", which he i
believes are indicated by a very pointed nose tip. This type
I
of person is easily hurt by slights and insults. Westerberg
describes the opposite type, "unimpressible” and "indifferent”,
traits indicated by a well-rounded nose tip. This type is
not easily irritated. This is the only classification
connecting attitude to criticism v/ith a specific physical
characteris tic.
Other psychologists have also recognised that the
recipient’s personality affects his reaction, but have not
formulated typologies. In one of L.G. Brown’s case histories,
the main factor affecting the reaction was what he called the
person’s "violent disposition". He describes one occasion
when this subject threw six dinner plates at her father after
being unjustly criticised.
Other factors may influence both the personality and the
response to criticism. One of these is age, since adolescents
are supposed to respond badly to criticism. Another factor
is seen in Klein’s (194-6) description of the "marginal man"
who is very sensitive to criticism. Cultural background is
another factor. There seems to be no clear difference between
the sexes as regards reaction to criticism. H.H Willoughby
#
(1954, 1956), using the Thurstone Personality Inventory, 
found that in his sample, wives were more disturbed by criticism
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than husbands, but male students were more disturbed than 
female. H. Meltzer (1941) found some differences in things 
which annoyed men and women students, male students being more 
annoyed by slight physical disturbances or accidents, the female 
students being more annoyed by incidents connected with people, 
such as criticism. Meltzer also found the sexes reacted 
differently, generally the girls seemed more inclined to make 
a verbal retort and blame someone else, whereas the more typical 
male reactions were to do someone or something a physical 
injury or to give up efforts. No such differences were found 
in the present investigation.
The temporary mood of the person, as well as his total 1
personality and traits, influences his reactions to criticism. |
Goodenough’8 definition of mood is ( 1 9 5 4, p»200): i
!
"A mood is not an emotion, but a state of readiness, a | 
’set’ towards some particular kind of emotional reaction."
Physical dissatisfactions or frustrations affect mood and |
predispose the person to react in a certain way. McKellar (195^,
p.92), Gates (1926) and Meltzer (1959, P-22Ô) studying anger,
all found anger occurred most when subjects were tired, hungry,
in pain, sleepy, etc.
Conclusion on v/orx on the personality of the recipient.
Personality factors must affect one’s reaction to criticism
iI
since every action or reaction is an expression of the j
personality. Many psychologists, including Fromm and Horney,
have suggested that certain personality types respond in
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characteristic ways to criticism. Others have described the 
adolescent or marginal man personality as having particular 
reactions. In other cases no formal personality types are 
described but it is recognised that the individual’s personality 
as well as the objective factors in the situation affect the 
response. Other psychologists talk of traits not types, and 
say that the presence, absence, or strength of certain traits 
influence the reaction. The traits usually mentioned in this 
connection are security-insecurity or self-confidence - lack of 
self-confidence, maturity-immaturity, and neuroticism. It has 
also been noted that temporary mood at tne moment of being 
criticised affects the response made.
1 2. Different types of response to criticism.
(i) Introduction.
In this section various reactions to criticism described 
by different psychologists will be discussed, but the factors 
in the situation ignored. Reactions include all aspects of 
the outward response to and the inner feelings about the 
criticism of the recipient. These have been divided into a 
few categories.
(ii) Responses of anger, hostility, dislike of the criticism,etq 
Some unfavourable responses to criticism will be dealt
with first. B.W. Lazell (lg2 9, p.12)) describes many types 
of reaction to criticism. He says that "practically no-one
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really welcomes adverse criticism". He suggests that even if
some people say they welcome criticism they still do not profit
by it. He believes that anger and resentment are the most 
common reactions to criticism. Many other psycnologists seem 
to believe this. Aggression has been noted by Dollard and 
others (1944) as a common consequence of frustration and 
criticism is svmetimes a frustrating situation. Aggression has 
also often been noted as a reaction to criticism. Many of the
studies showing anger as a reaction to criticism are not
primarily concerned with criticism, but with anger. Investiga­
tions are made of situations which provoke anger, and criticism 
is often found among these. Miles (l899) asked 100 college 
women to mention concrete things that have made them angry.
Many situations connected with criticism were mentioned.
Cason studied "Common Annoyances", and found the following 
related to criticism (l99^a, p.1/-I 9):
"Commands: advice, being hurried, bossing, coaxing,
nagging.
Comments on appearance, body, clothes.
Criticism: being doubted, gossip, slander, laughed at. 
Criticism or advice wnile playing cards.
Criticism about religion."
Cason believes criticism is often disliked. He says (1990a,
p.105-6):
"Anything that reflects unfavourably on one’s personality 
is unpleasant. Being laughed at, someone being sarcas­
tic, a person correcting your misplays in a card game 
and a person criticising your religion are examples of 
what we have in mind."
Gates also notes among the causes of anger (1926, p.900):
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"Unjust accusations, insulting or sarcastic remarks, 
contradictions, criticisms or scoldings, irrelevant 
advice, ’being bossed’ by parents or friends, being 
teased, etc., etc."
Meltzer (1995) und McKellar (1949) Have also noted criticism 
as a cause of anger.
Stott (1940, p.994) a survey among adolescents found
that criticism from their parents was often disliked.
Hostility does not necessarily show itself in overt 
physical or verbal aggression. Kimball Young (1947, p.987) 
describes another unfavourable reaction, calling it "resistant 
behaviour". He quotes the work of Caille:
"Resistant behaviour may also take the form of 
negativistic or stubborn reactions. Rather than 
display overt anger, the child refuses to talk, to move, 
to do anything when he is asked or commanded. The child 
sulks, retreats into a corner, refuses to play with 
others, runs away from a situation or otherwise demon­
strates that he will not respond in the manner anticipa­
ted by others. Such failure to act in expected fashion 
may be considered a form of overt response in so far as 
it influences the interaction."
Withdrawal reactions have been found among adult subjects in
the present investigation.
Another response when criticism is disliked is running 
away to avoid further criticism. This may occur when the 
person feels he is right but does not wish to have to defend 
himself. Bios ( 194I , p.198) mentions a woman who was bringing 
up her son in a certain way and, to avoid the constant 
criticism of her family, moved to another part of town.
Thus anger and dislike of the stimulus is often 
experienced after criticism. It may be expressed overtly.
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non-overtly, or indirectly.
(iii) Indirect methods of expressing anger after criticism.
Doob and Sears have investigated factors "determining
substitute behaviour and the overt expression of aggression".
They say (1 9 9 9, p.294):
"Frustration is followed not only by aggression which may 
vary in the degree to which it is expressed overtly but 
also by substitute responses as well."
Substitute responses also occur after criticism.
Doob and Sears used a projection test of a story-completion
type and marked the responses as showing overt aggression,
non-overt aggression or substitute responses. Subjects also
had to name the most satisfactory reaction and the reaction
that would have brought them the most trouble. For the most
satisfactory response (1999, P*9^9)*
69.2)6 put overt aggression.
7.4^ 0 put non-overt aggression.
29*4/0 put substitute responses.
Doob and Sears proved their hypotheses that when the frustration
is great there is likely to be more overt aggression, and when
there is fear of punishment a substitute reaction is more likely
to occur. They found direct overt aggression is the most
satisfying response, but that there is the greatest anticipation
of punishment for tnis typei.of response.
Cason (1990b) described methods used for preventing and
eliminating annoyances, some of which are caused by criticism.
Cason says it is sometimes an advantage to avoid becoming
annoyed and gives examples of substitute responses. The first
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is simply avoidiJbg tde situation. Others are airecting the
attention away from the provoking topics to more agreeable
matters, delaying tne response, “classifying and thinking about
the external situation", and using wit.and humour. An example
of this being used after criticism by one’s workmates is given
by T.N. Whitehead (1 p.1^5).
Cason and Doob and Sears do not suggest that no anger is
experienced because no overt aggression is expressed, mead
(1957) has also noted a common .substitute response. She says;
“In our culture a petty official who has been ’taken to 
task’by a superior vents his emotions on inferiors.“
Civ) Intropunitive responses to criticism, being hurt, upset,etc.
Intropunitive responses are pernaps less common than extra-
punitive but do occur as reactions to criticism. Some of tne
neurotic reactions described by Korney and Fromm are of this
type. Fromm refers to the “authoritarian personality" who
wishes to submit himself completely to the external authority.
Fromm says tne worst thing that can happen to tnis type of persor
is not punisnment but rejection ( 1 94.9, p.lifé). In order to
*
avoid this calamity, he is ready to submit to any criticism and
will respond intropunitively, taking the blame on himself.
Korney describes similar neurotic reactions. I
Kates, writing on children’s reactions to frustration,
suggests reasons why extrapunitive and intropunitive responses
occur. He says (1951, p.29):
“Many of the attitudes and motivations of the growing child 
appear and develop out of the type of experiences he has 
had with his parents. In frustrating situations Lc .hn:?
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the chila wao directs blame upon others and displays 
marked aggression toward his environment may be the one 
who, in his home relations, could not freely display or 
si openly work through his resentment of or disagreement 
with his parents .... The child who in frustrating 
circumstances is likely to refrain from directing blame 
or aggression towards otners or wno is apt to turn blame 
upon himself may be conceived as having the ability more 
or less overtly to demonstrate his resentment and rejec­
tion of the parent figures."
Kates also says that the child who usually accepts suggestions 
is likely to direct blame on to himself, the non-suggestible 
child is likely to blame otners.
As well as intropunitive responses, we are also considering 
here reactions of emotional disturbance. Again, many of the 
cases of Horney and Fromm react in this way to criticism.
Sherif and Cantril (194.7, p.987) give an example of embarrass­
ment as a reaction:
"Y^ e feel embarrassed if we overhear someone say that we 
smell badly or don’t keep our fingernails clean."
Bios ( 1 94.1 , p.94.9) writes of an adolescent girl at her first 
job who was constantly criticised by her supervisor. The 
criticism caused emotional disturbance and detriment of perfor­
mance, and Averill (19^6, p.907) gives a similar case.
Emotional disturbance may be manifested in a physical 
symptom; for example, L.G. Brown notes the case of a girl v/ho, 
when criticised by her teacher in class and asked to write, 
felt as if her hands were paralysed (l954-> p.226). In other 
cases the emotional disturbance is expressed in other forms. 
Regression is often an outcome of frustration and Susan 
Isaacs (194-6 , p.6l) gives a case of regression as a response
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to criticism in a little boy aged 22 montas, who starts crawling 
when censured, although he nas walked since he was 10 months 
old.
(v) Defence as a reaction to criticism.
It is coiiimon to make some form of overt response to 
criticism. As Doob and Sears (19^9) suggest, overt aggression 
is the most satisfying form of response. But it is not always 
possible and very often a defence of the topic is made instead. 
In other cases defence is itself thought to be a satisfactory 
method of responding. Melvin (l 94-8) writes on the common 
"tendency to self-justification rather than self-criticism". 
Murphy, Murphy and hewcomb (1997, p.214.) say how anything of 
value to the individual must be defended.
(vi) The effect of criticism on performance, acting on criticism< 
Another aspect of the reaction to be considered is whether
the criticism has any influence or whether it has a detrimental
effect on performance. When there is an unfavourable emotional
reaction, performance often deteriorates, as the person is too
disturbed to profit by the criticism and the emotion lowers
the standard already achieved. Cole.^  (194.Ô) says:
"So far as school work is concerned, discipline based 
upon fear is useless, because fear always has an inhibit­
ing effect upon learning."
Murphy and Ladd (1944) agree and note that even lack of praise 
may be seen as criticism and have a deterrent effect on work. 
Others have also written on the detrimental effect of criticism. 
Me. Car thy ( 194-$) says too much criticism may have quite a
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long-term effect in hindering language development in children.
In other cases, however, people act on criticism, perhaps 
through fear either of angering the critic or of receiving 
more criticism, or because they agree with the criticism. In 
the latter case, there is often a more favourable emotional 
experience, less anger or disturbance and perhaps some pleasure. 
But acting on criticism does not necessarily imply a healthy 
attitude since there may be a tendency to oversubmissiveness, 
as described by Horney and Fromm.
There are many cases where the critic’s suggestion is 
followed through fear. Conforming to public opinion often 
occurs because of fear of criticism. Murray and Morgan give 
the case of a young man who hates the thought of war and
fighting, but says ( 1 94-$, p.8 2):
"I can’t stand being a Conscientious Objector. I feel 
the weight of the whole social world pressing down on me. 
I don’t believe I could hold out against it."
The influence of the group tirirough suggestion or criticism may
be very great. Si>erif notes that people are often influenced
by prestige-suggestion either of tne group or the expert, but
frequently they do not realise how much they are influenced
(1999, p.42). Listening to the criticism of one’s group in
order to keep in the group is common in adolescence, as noted
by Sherif and Cantril (194-7), Cole (194-8) and others. Cole
recommends student courts to deal with misbehaviour, saying that
adolescents feel the disapproval of their age-mates keenly.
The work on praise and blame (Section 4., iv) has shown that
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performance is sometimes improved by criticism and sometimes 
worsened, so nothing conclusive can be drawn from these results 
except that both are possible reactions to criticism.
(vii) Favourable reactions to criticism.
Far fev/er cases are noted of people wno are not emotionally 
disturbed by criticism, but respond calmly to it and pernaps 
even like it. Crow and Crow (1 991 ) believe tnis to be the 
ideal response, and Burgess and Locke (l94-5 > P*445) mention a 
wife who does not object to her husband’s criticism and a husbaid 
who has a favourable attitude to that of his wife, (194-9, p.9^9) « 
Child psychologists also find that in some cases children also 
take criticism calmly.
(viii) Conclusion on responses to criticism.
Thus descriptions are offered in plenty of reactions of 
anger and annoyance and other hostile emotions as responses 
to criticism. Overt aggression, non-overt aggression and 
substitute responses have all been described often,also 
intropunitive reactions and cases when the recipient is hurt or 
upset by the criticism. It has also been noted that to defend 
oneself is a common reaction to criticism, but is not always 
permitted.
Criticism may be considered as a branch of frustration 
and work on reactions to frustration sometimes applies to 
reactions to criticism. Krech and Crutchfield (194-8) listed 
types of responses to frustration and this list summarises 
responses dealt with in the present section. They say that
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the consequences of frustration are not necessarily had (194.8,
p.59). They divide reactions to frustration into adaptive
and maladaptive consequences (194.8, p.54.) :
Adaptive consequences of frustration:
Intensification of effort.
Reorganisation of perception of the problem.
Substitution of goals.
Maladaptive consequences of frustration:
Frustration increases.
Other consequences include: aggression, regression, withdrawal, 
repression, sublimation, rationalization, and projection.
Rosenzweig (1958) classifies reactions to frustration as 
direct or non-direct, defensive or persevorative, adequate 
or inadequate. He has also classified types of aggression as 
responses to frustration, but these may also be used as examples 
of responses to criticism. Rosenzweig differentiates ( 1 94.9) :
"Extrapunitiveness. Agression is employed overtly and 
directed towards the personal or impersonal environment 
in the form of emphasizing the extent of the frustrating 
situation, blaming an outside agency for the frustration 
and placing some other person under obligation to solve 
the problem in hand.
Intropunitiveness. Agressionuis employed overtly, but 
directed by the subject against himself in the form of 
a martyrlike acceptance of guilt or shame, or an assump­
tion of responsibility for correcting the frustrating 
situation.
Impunitiveness. Agression is evaded or avoided in any 
overt form and the frustrating situation is described as 
insignificant, as no one’s fault, or as likely to be 
ameliorated by just waiting or conforming."
Sargent (194-8) has also worked on reactions to frustration 
and says that the immediate consequence of frustration is an 
emotional reaction and that if there is no emotion, there is no 
psychological frustration. The reaction to criticism is also 
likely to be emotional. But generally not enough attention has
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has been paid to the fact that in certain circumstances an 
unemotional reaction will occur, or even pleasure at receiving 
the criticism.
15. Motives for criticising.
Some investigation of the otner side of the situation, wny 
people criticise, was made in the present study. Many 
psychologists venture different reasons why people criticise and 
a consideration of thJ^ se helps towards an understanding of the 
situation. A brief survey of some motives described will be 
given.
There is an emphasis on criticism that is given not in 
order to be helpful, but either to compensate for some defect 
the critic feels in himself, or because he dislikes the 
recipient, or similar reasons. Just as very few writers 
describe healthy responses to criticism, very few describe 
healthy, friendly motives for criticising. ^
A reason commonly given for criticising is compensating for 
a deficiency, real or imagined in oneself. This view is 
expressed by many people including the editor of the Journal of |
Personnel (1948):
"In any given group, the person who is troubled too much 
about himself is usually the one who gives the most 
trouble to others. Self-contempt stimulates a person 
to look for faults and weaknesses in one’s associates.
He wants to let them down so that by comparison he will 
not look so small. For example if a man knows that he
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i l  is a poor conversationalist or an ineffectual speaker
he will tend to criticize ethers who speak w e l l ....
The person who disagrees with all others in his group 
usually does so because of the feeling that his standing 
with the group is low or unsatisfactory• He, accordingly 
must gain attention by rejecting the opinions or 
suggestions of others, thus showing them he is the real 
thinker of the group."
The reasons suggested here are to compensate for a deficiency
and to make others look small and therefore to appear in a
more favourable position oneself. E.W. Lazell (1929, p.127)
describes many reasons for criticising and says that one of the
main reasons is a wish to feel superior by hurting the other
person, who otherwise may make one feel inferior. Grow and
Grow (1951, p.62) give similar reasons. They call criticism
one of the "common mechanisms of adjustment" and give as
reasons for criticising, awareness of personal deficiency,
and the aim of lowering the prestige of others and thereby
raising one’s own. Fite (194.O, p.216) gives similar reasons
for aggressiveness in children. Gason (1950a, p.15 8) describes
a person who is continually criticising something, as having
probably failed himself and therefore criticises to protect
himself from the conscious realization of his own inferiority.
Similar to these views is one commonly held, that people 
criticise in others faults they have themselves. McKellar 
notes this is related to projection (1992, p.2if9):
"Related to, but nevertheless distinct from projection 
is a mechanism to which La Rochfoucauld drew attention 
many years ago — the tendency to blame in others quali­
ties which the subject would like to deny in himself. 
There does seem to be a particular hostility which the
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subject reserves for another individual who reminus him 
of his own unwanted traits or reprehensible conduct."
McKellar adds tnat there may be no conscious awareness of the
disliked trait and yet seeing it in another causes hostility.
Lazell (1929, p.151) also believes that critics often attack
faults they have themselves.
It has been noted that adolescents, partly due to their 
insecurity, are often greatly disturbed by criticism. It is 
also believed that criticising others is an escape mechanism 
against this insecurity or inferiority feeling. Arlitt (1955) 
links criticising others with hypersensitivity to criticism:
"It is only the immature individual, no matter what his 
age, whose behaviour is characterized by a constant 
series of criticisms directed against everyone with whom 
he comes into contact, and a hypersensitiveness with 
regard to criticism from others."
A connection between dislike of being criticised and being
critical of others is also noted by Hadfield as a paranoid
tendency. He refers to unconscious awareness of faults as does
McKellar., Hadfield describes paranoid projection (1 95 ,^ P*55 5)*
"Alternatively the patient projecting the forbidden 
impulse on to others, becomes ruthless in his condemna­
tion of sins to which he is unconsciously addicted, but 
of which the person in question may be quite innocent. 
They are the people of hard, rigid, bigoted personality, 
fanatics in a cause in which they are really fighting 
against themselves. They criticize other people and 
therefore become excessively sensitive to the criticisms 
of others, for obvious reasons. They do not for a 
moment realise that they are really condemning themselves 
and that in passing judgement on others they are 
revealing their own faults; that in judging, they are 
]50iiig judged. Mild cases are of those who like teasing 
others, but themselves hate to be teased.
Criticism given in these circumstances may be quite unjust.
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Thus criticism may be a compensation for one’s own 
deficiencies. Another view is to describe criticism just as 
an expression of aggression or dominance. This does not 
contradict the first viev/ since the aggression may in itself 
be a compehsatory mechanism. Many authors recognise that 
criticism is an adult socialized expression of anger which 
would be differently expressed by a child. This view is held 
by Grow and Crow (195 ,^ p.27), and by Murphy, Murphy and 
Newcomb, who suggest that criticism as an expression of aggres­
sion is developed through maturity (1957, P*584). They give 
several reasons for criticising, applying to both children 
and adults, including an ordinary reason hardly mentioned 
elsewhere, namely that criticism is a means of changing some­
thing the critic does not like, of making something conform to 
his own wishes. This often includes an aggressive element.
Other psychologists have also studied criticism in 
children. Murphy, Murphy and Newcomb (1957, P*4-68) describe an 
experiment by M.S. Smith on children aged two to six years. 
Their speech was analysed for criticisms and then compared with 
criticisms made by adults. The amount of criticism increased 
slightly but regularly from two to five years and there was 
always more unfavourable than favourable criticism. Adults 
showed rather more favourable criticism.
Piaget also describes criticism in the speech of children. 
He suggests as an aim of both adult and child criticism (194-8 ,
p .26) :
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"Their function is not to convey thoughts, but to 
satisfy non-intellectual instincts such as pugnacity, 
pride, emulation, etc."
He says that aggression, desire to assert onself and lower the
prestige of others are reasons for criticising. Many others
see criticism as an expression of aggression or dominance.
Anderson (1959) includes criticism among his descriptions of
dominant behaviour, and Murray mentions criticism as an
expression of aggression and dominance. To McDougall criticism
is part of the instinct of self-assertion.
Temporary mood may also cause a person to criticise. Leuba 
and Lucas (Krech and Crutchfield, 194-8 , p.90) made three subjects 
describe three pictures in each of three moods, one of which 
was "critical". The moods were induced by hypnosis and the 
experiment showed how mood affected the stimuli selected and 
described.
Thus various reasons are given for criticising. Horney 
has given reasons why people do not criticise. She describes 
the "self-effacing" personality which arises when sadistic 
impulses are deeply repressed. This person makes a great effort 
not to exploit others and finds it almost impossible to criticise 
Horney describes the anxious neurotic who is terrified of losing 
the approbation of those around him. She says (194.6, p.212) :
"A further important impediment to criticism and accusa­
tion is directly linked with the basic anxiety. If the 
outside world is felt to be hostile, if one feels helpless 
toward it, then taking any risk of annoying people seems 
sheer recklessness. For the neurotic the danger appears 
all the greater, and the more his feeling of safety is 
based on the affection of others the more he is afraid
" 7 8 -
of losing that affection  Besides he assumes
consciously or unconsciously that others are as much 
terrified as he is of being found out and criticised, 
and therefore he is inclj^ned to treat them with as much 
delicacy as he would have them use toward him. His 
extreme fear of making or even feeling accusations puts 
him in a special dilemma because, as we rave seen, he 
is filled with pent-up resentment. In fact, as everyone 
knows who is acquainted v/ith neurotic behaviour, plenty 
of accusations do find expression, sometimes in veiled, 
sometimes in open and most aggressive forms."
Conclusion on why people criticise.
This survey of some of the reasons given by psychologists 
as to why people criticise is very one-sided. There is almost 
no indication that criticism is sometimes given with a genuine 
wish to help. A good deal is said on criticism as an 
expression of aggression, either conscious or unconscious, and 
as a compensation or defence mechanism against real or imagined 
deficiencies in the self. But it must seem to the observer 
that not all criticism isvexplained by these motives and that 
friendly criticism does exist. This was recognised by subjects 
who were asked to give reasons why people criticise. It may 
be said that even a wish to help the recipient is a desire to 
be in a dominant position. This may be true, but though the 
wish to dominate is described at length, the wish to help is 
usually totally ignored. Exceptions to this are Anderson, and 
Crow and Grow who recognise that friendly motives for criticisiijg 
exist.
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14-. Conclusion on previous work relating to criticism.
The problem of how people react to criticism under 
different circumstances has been largely ignored by psychologists 
although criticism occurs daily in every aspect of life and in 
most social relationships. Some psychologists have described 
some reactions that are likely to occur, notably E.VV. Lazell 
(1929) who writes a chapter on reactions to criticism and 
believes it is usually disliked. Many other psychologists, as 
has been noted, give incidents of criticism and reactions to it, 
while studying other topics or else while describing individual 
case histories. Examples of this sort may be collected from 
any number of psychological works, such as psycho-analytic 
work, for example that of Horney (194.6, 1947, 1951), social 
psychology books, for example L.G. Brown (1954) who illustrates 
his theories by case histories which include, among other thingq 
reactions to criticism. Other work describing particular 
fields such as education, child psychology, the family, indus­
trial psychology, also often illustrate circumstances in which 
criticism occurs and reactions to it. What is missing from the 
literature is any account comparing different reactions to
criticism that are likely to occur under different circumstances 
and it is hoped that the account given here will begin to fill
the gap.
Although the circumstances in which criticism occurs 
partly determine reactions, there are still individual differen-
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in response. This fact has been recognised rather more than 
the importance of the different external conditions, and 
attitudes to criticism have been used in various personality 
tests of the questionnaire type, to help to distinguish 
personality types or traits. But there is too much generalisat­
ion in these tests, which tend to assume that people either 
"take" or "do not take" criticism, the latter reaction being 
thought to be indicative of neuroticism, emotional immaturity, 
lacK of self-confidence, etc. Horney also distinguishes 
personality types and their reactions to criticism, describing 
the reactions more fully than the personality tests, but she 
similarly ignores the different external conditions, which may 
lead to different reactions.
The experimental work on criticism has similar faults., It 
is usually only concerned with one aspect of the reaction, 
whether the criticism improves or worsens performance of a given 
task. Individual differences are usually ignored, as are 
subjective attitudes towards the criticism.
The criticism situation consists of many factors, and 
psychology has something relevant to say about each of these; 
in this way previous psychological work was found to have some 
relevance to the present study. Thus the work on relationships, 
notably by Anderson and Maslow, was useful in determining the 
effect on the response of the relation between recipient and 
critic. The theory of ego-involvement is important when 
considering why people react differently when different things
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are criticised. A little has also been done on the other 
aspects of the criticism situation. Psychologists have had 
something to say on why people criticise, although they tend 
to give a one-sided picture, forgetting that criticism is 
sometimes given with a desire to help.
Thus, although very little work of any value has actually 
been done on why people react as they do to criticism, much 
work in different fields of psychology provides a useful 
background for the present study.
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CHAPTER II. SOME REACTIONS TO CRITICISM IN REAL-LIFE
SITUATIONS.
1 . Introduction.
Before proceeding to the more systematic investigation of 
criticism, an account will be given of some other material 
gathered on criticism and responses to it. Criticism occurs 
in very many situations in everyday life, and must be considered 
a daily common occurrence. In this part of the investigation, 
therefore, responses to criticism in different situations have 
been collected and analysed. The responses collected fall 
into three groups. In the first, an analysis is made of 
responses to criticism occurring in the press. A review or 
opinion expressed is taken as criticism by someone who answers 
it, usually by writing a letter to the press or referring to 
it in an interview with a newspaper reporter. The second 
group is concerned with criticism and responses to it in debates 
in the House of Commons over a period of one week. Again the 
criticism is on different topics and is answered in different 
ways. The third group is a collection of observations and 
introspections of criticism gathered by the experimenter. All 
these examples are of real criticism taking place in everyday 
life.
None of these investigations is enough in itself to provide
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sufficient material for an understanding of the criticism 
situation and responses to criticism. But they provide 
valuable material confirming results of other parts of this 
investigation, thus helping to draw some general conclusions 
regarding reactions to criticism.
2. An analysis of some responses to criticism in the press.
(i) Introduction.
A good deal of criticism of individuals, groups and ideas 
occurs in the press. In many cases the individuals criticised, 
or representatives of the institutions or ideas attacked, feel 
strongly enough about the criticism to answer it by writing a 
letter, usually to the newspaper, magazine or journal that 
published the original criticism. In the present study, over 
a period of two years, 26l such responses to criticism have 
been collected, varying greatly in length and content. Most of 
these are in the form of letters answering an accusation or 
implied criticism, but some are reports of responses to critict 
ism.
These 2èl responses to criticism have been divided into 
10 categories according to the topic of the criticism. Each 
letter, interview or article has been analysed to find the types 
of reaction included in it. An individual answering criticism 
may be aggressive, insulting either the critic or his criticism, 
may deny the accusation, may defend himself by further 
explanation, or may apologise for the fault. He may use
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techniques such as sarcasm, rhetorical questions, appealing to 
the impartial observer, giving the opinion of an expert, etc. 
Every form of reaction occurring in a response has been noted, 
but if a reaction occurs more than once in a letter, for example 
if there are three sarcastic remarks, "sarcasm" as an item in 
the response is only counted once. Thus the occurrence of the 
different forms of reaction may be compared, also the responses 
to criticism on different topics.
To illustrate the material used in this part of the investi­
gation, two letters will be quoted in full and analysed. The 
first is a letter from a salesgirl answering an article attacking 
the manners of salesgirls and various other faults, one of which 
was inducing customers to buy goods they do not want. The 
letter replying to this criticism was;
"We neither hypnotise, coax nor force any of our 
customers to buy anything they do not want. It is not
our fault if the article we happen to show them is rather
expensive, and because they are too snobbish to own they 
cannot afford it they therefore somewhat reluctantly buy 
it.
We do not lean against the counter filing our nails 
nowever slack business happens to be. If E.G. (critic) 
complains of this treatment It only goes to show that, in
spite of her false airs, she frequents only the cheap
shops."
Signed with pseudonym.
This letter, included under response to criticism of profession, 
has the following reactions to criticism:-
Aggression against critic. (Suggesting critic frequents only 
cheap shops, has "false airs".)
Aggression against others. (Customer is snobbish.)
— 35“
Denial. (We neither hypnotise, coax nor force ... We do not 
lean against the counter ...)
Defensive explanation. (Saying why customers buy goods too 
expensive for them.)
The next letter, taken from a weekly journal, is by E.H., who 
wrote an article which was criticised in a letter by Mr. H.D.W.
SOIL AND SOCIALISM.
"Sir “ The prize of half-a-guinea payable to the winner’s 
favourite charity which I set aside for the first person 
to call me a mystic after the publication of the above, 
goes to Mr. H.D.W. of Cambridge. Shall I send it to the 
Indigent Fertiliser Manufacturers’ Benevolent Fund? For 
the benefit of readers who may have missed Ivir. W ’s point, 
mystic, like peace, is a dirty word.
The handling of living soil requires a certain kind of 
tact, best acquired when young and from someone already 
adept ; this isn’t mysticism, but sense. Soil is alive 
and the peasant knows it. The industrialist does not, so 
he kills it.
I daresay soil erosion is bad in Bulgaria; mountain 
soils are always precarious and Bulgaria has been tilled 
for some thousands of years. Of the soil erosionjiin East 
Africa to which Mr. W. refers, C.V. Jacks and R.O. Whyte 
in their survey (The Rape of the Earth) place the respons­
ibility squarely on European shoulders ; assartage, the 
peasant’s primitive tillage, does not destroy soil. The 
introduction of European methods has done, in a century, 
more damage than native agriculture in a hundred centuries 
I refer Mr. W. to Chapter XX of the work quoted. His 
example seems to be peculiarly ill-chosen.
East Anglia is not the only region of N.W. Europe more 
fertile today than ever. It has been cultivated by 
peasants for, say, 2,500 years ; its peasant farmers are 
farmers ... me$n with a sense of belonging to the soil 
and of responsibility to it. A peasant does not cease 
to be a peasant because he uses a tractor and a combine, 
and takes his wife to France for the holidays.
Here is one of a hundred comparative cases; the 
chernozem soil of the Ukraine and Crimea have been tilled 
for at least if, 000 years. Yet Jacks and Whyte found that 
soil exhaustion and erosion problems are almost unknown 
there. These soils, worked by peasants, have been 
feeding men for forty centuries; among others they fed 
Pericles and his contemporaries, Plato and Socrates. The 
structurally and ecologically very similar soils of the 
U.S. Middle West have been ruined almost beyond recovery
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over an area of nearly seven states in less than one 
hundred years ... by industrialised agriculture in the 
hands of men so far from being peasants that the ambition 
of most of them was to get rich and get out .... and they 
did, hence the Dust Bowl."
This letter, included under responses to criticism of articles, 
has the following reactions
Aggression against criticism. ("Peculiarly ill-chosen example".) 
Denial. ("Tnis isn’t mysticism, but sense.")
Defensive explanation. (Last 5 paragraphs,)
Quoting facts. (Last paragraph.)
Quoting expert opinion in defence. (Reference to Jacks & Whyta) 
Sarcasm. (First paragraph.)
Part agreement. (Soil erosion bad in Bulgaria, point made by 
critic, but suggests critic draws wrong inference.)
(ii) Responses to criticism of their books by authors.
50 responses by authors to criticism of their books were 
found. These include:
27 letters about a book after a review of it or reference to it.
1 letter by a novelist after a general reference to her books.
2 interviews given by authors after criticism of their books.
TABLE I on next page
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TABLS I. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF BOOKS BY AUTHORS.
REACTION. No. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression, insulting critic or criticism..... ...... 24-
Sarcasm (2 mock resignation at being misunderstood)... 9
Rhetorical questions  ..............    4.
Object, strongly protest, goes too far, etc..........   4.
Is sure critic will express his regret  .....   1
Defence and/or explanation, state aim of b o o k    ^0
Denial ........... ................................... 1 6
Quotes from criticism................................  12
Quotes facts to support theories or book  ...........   10
Quotes from own book .........................   4*
States belief in own work  ........................  1
Quotes parallel case to support theories, etc.........  4-
Asks for more evidence  ..........................   1
Puzzled, surprised................ .................. 5
Amused  ........................      1
Praise for critic or criticism............      4-
Do not object to criticism, etc...... ............... 5
Agree partly ...........        2
Interested ............         1
Authors whose books have been criticised tend to respond with 
much aggression, insulting the critic who has reviewed their 
book, or the criticism, with varying degrees of hostility. They 
make fairly frequent use of such aggressive techniques as 
sarcasm and rhetorical questions. .The following are examples 
of aggression in these responses
"In his discussion of my book on -- , Mr. P. objects to my
approach as ’pedestrian’. If this depressing-sounding 
adjective is applied to me because I avoid the sort of 
vague, literary waffle exemplified in Mr. P ’s review, 
then I willingly plead guilty."
"I have always much admired Mr. W ’s reports on French 
politics, and was all the more surprised to notice the 
curious confusion of mind in his remarks about my book.."
This example includes some praise for the critic.
"That I think Mr. X. (subject of book) is a great poet
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and that Mr. M. (reviewer) doesn’t is a matter of 
opinion and of no importance. But I think a reviewer 
should give an honest account of the book he reviews and 
this Mr. M. has not done."
All 50 responses make some sort of defence or explanation.
These defences and explanations are often rather long, but one
short defence will be quoted:
"Sir - In..his notice of my new novel your reviewer
states that every character in it is ’either somebody 
else’s bastard or a black marketeer.’!
The facts are that out of the eighteen or twenty 
characters, one is a black marketeer, one, an elderly 
woman, an entirely minor character, is of illegitimate 
birth; one is disturbed by the discovery that his 
mother’s marriage may be of doubtful legality. In 
neither of these last two cases is it of any importance 
in the development of the tale. It is brought in each 
time only to explain or elucidate traits of character."
This example includes denial, and gives facts to support the
defence.
Denial occurs fairly often but less frequently than defence, 
Denial implies that the critic has said something untrue, 
defence is an attempt to justify something the critic has 
attributed to the book which the author admits is present.
The following are examples of denial:-
"I never suggested that it would have been either 
desirable or feasible to preserve Nazi Germany."
"Neither on Page 6)1 , nor elsewhere, do I suggest that 
’Stalin played a trick on the Western Allies by launching 
his offensive on Poland on January 12th’."
This last example illustrates the fairly common tendency to
quote from the criticism.
Only a few authors have some praise for their critics or 
criticism and they usually follow the praise with an expression
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of surprise at the criticism. Only 2 say they agree with even
part of the criticism.
In responses to criticism of one’s own work, there is
usually no positive prâKse of the work as is found when people
are defending the work of someone else.
The usual tendency, therefore, is to make some sort of
defence or explanation, often giving facts to support the
explanation, to be aggressive to some extent, and often to deny
the critic’s facts, suggestions or implications.
liii) Responses by individuals to criticism of other types of 
work.
8 responses to criticism of work, other than writing, were 
found. The work in the 8 cases was:
Producing plays, films, by producer .... 2
Comedians on their performances ........ 2
Singing by a singer .....................1
Acting by an actor ..................... 1
Small arms expert on his gun  ........ 1
Healer on his cancer cure ........ 1
Of these 8 responses, 2 are letters, if newspaper reports and
2 articles.
TABLE II. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF WORK, OTHER THAN WRITING.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression to critic or criticism  ...........  8
Criticism worsens situation ......................  1
Explanation, defence, excuses ..........  8
Denial ...........      5
Quotes parallel case ......................  1
Grateful to critic, pleased  ......    2
Agree partly .......................    1
Apologise ..........................    1
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The trend is similar to that in responses to criticism of 
books. There is defence and/or explanation and aggression in 
every case, and denial in 5 out of 8. Other reactions occur 
only once or twice. A few examples will be given;
Defence of excuses. '
"The film was designed indeed to make a point of apathy 
towards the threat of war ... It was designed to point 
out, in terms of human lives, that we in America cannot 
hope to ensure peace if we are apathetic to threats of 
war. "
Aggression.
"For these reasons I do not consider this to be a ’full 
and fair’ enquiry."
Denial.
"I don^t agree the joke .... was in bad tasts^ "
^reement with part of criticism.
’•The critics mentioned, justifiably, deficiencies in my 
technique."
(iv) Critics’ responses to critical comments on their criticism. ,
There are 55 responses in this category. In each case, 
the author wrote an article, book review or letter which has 
been taken as criticism by someone who has replied by criticising 
the author or his opinions. The author then replies to the 
criticism. The 55 responses include:
29 letters written to journals or newspapers,
19 footnotes printed at the end of the criticising letter, 
if articles referring to previous articles,
1 newspaper report of reaction to criticism.
The topics of the original articles, letters, etc., vary 
greatly, but the important point is that in each of them
something was taken as criticism and the authors are now replying 
to criticism of tneir criticism.
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TABLE III. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF ARTICLES, REVIEWS. LETTERS.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES !
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression................   22
Sarcasm  1 7
Rhetorical questions  ..................   10 ’
Saying he is more expert than critic*.........  if
Want apology from critic  ...............  1
"Critic must agree" .............................  1
Defence, explanation  .....     if5
Denial .........       52
Statement of criticism.....................   20
Gives facts to support case  .... ................ 17
Quoting others, e.g. experts in support ........  6
Asks for more evidence....................  if
Says does not know what critic means ............  2
Quotes what he originally said ................  if
Quotes parallel case................      1
Mentions personal status ........................  1
Surprised  .....     1
Apologise, agree was wrong, etc..................  I5
Part praise for critic ..................    3
Agree partly ..................   5
This table differs slightly from those on responses to criticism
of books and other work. Under half the responses show
aggression but when aggression does occur, it is as fierce as it
was in the other groups, e.g.:
"î/ir. H. accuses me of writing patronisingly about the West 
Riding. I accuse him of grossly mishandling his terms."
"I must add that A.B.’s interpretation of my reference to 
the artists in the art panel as ’opprobrium* is unworthy 
and completely unjustified."
Again, sarcasm and rhetorical questions are fairly frequently 
used.
Not all responses in tnis group include a defence or 
explanation of the previous opinion. In more cases than in the
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other categories, the criticism is thought to he justified and 
no defence or denial occurs but just an apology or statement 
agreeing that the critic is right. This type of reaction occurs 
more in this category because the criticism is often short and 
factual, such as an accusation of misquoting, which the person 
criticised must admit is true. In the other two groups of 
responses dealt with, the criticism tended to be more general, 
or if specific, was usually denied by the recipient.
The following are examples of apologising or admitting the 
criticism is right, after short specific criticism:
”I apologise most sincerely to Miss S. for my gross 
mis quotation.
’*1 owe Mr. H. an apology for my failure to notice the I
mention of the Simeon Solomon drawings at the end of his 
very detailed account of the MS.**
Excuses or defence are sometimes linked with apology and
admittance of guilt. Denial occurs, hov;ever, in ^2 cases,
where the recipient disagrees with the criticism, e.g.:
i
“Professor J. might find less difficulty in understanding 
my contentions if he were less obsessed with the idea of ' 
the average. Nowhere did I express surprise at the i
possibility of a wage-earning family spending weekly i 
on beer and tobacco.'*
Further explanation is very often added to the denial, thus 
emphasising it more. Quotation of facts or support from others 
are other techniques used. Statement of the criticism occurs 
often, as it is convenient to quote the criticism before 
denying or attacking it.
Thus, compared to the other groups, response to criticism
-93-
of one’s own previous criticism less often includes aggression, 
though some is still present, nearly always includes a defence, 
and often denies the criticism. But in 18 cases out of 5 9, 
there was an apology, admittance of guilt, or part agreement 
with the critic, a higher proportion to that found in the other 
groups.
(v) Responses to criticism of the self.
In this category the criticism is of actions, behaviour, 
personal qualities, views, etc., and is answered by the individ­
ual against whom the accusations are made. There are 11 res­
ponses in this group, of wnich 10 are letters and one is a 
newspaper report.
TABLE IV. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF THE SELF.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression against critic or criticism  .......  8
Criticism increases the difficulty, unhelpful ..... 2
Ask for public correction....................   1
Use of rhetorical questions  ..................1
Denial, critic unwittingly misled .............  10
Defence and/or explanation...... .'......    7
Giving facts .........    ^
Quoting criticism  ................................ 1
“Intrigued** ...........    1
Praising criticism..............   1
Part agreement ...................   .. ...... .. 1
Again the trend is similar to that in the previous sections, 
but there is less admittance of guilt than in the last section. 
Aggression is evident in most cases, the recipient not usually
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being content with a mere denial or defence. People seem to 
be very sensitive about their attitudes or behaviour and this 
leads to aggression in the response, e.g.:
“I notice that your Parliamentary Correspondent last 
week affirms that unlike other Ministers I do not value 
the opposition of our back-benchers. This of course is 
as nonsensical as it is untrue.”
This is an example of an aggressive denial. Defence, excuses
and explanation again often.occur in the replies. A simple
denial alone is usually not enough, either further elaboration
is necessary or else an admittance that though the description
of the behaviour, etc., is correct, it occurred for other
reasons than those given. Further explanation after denial
is illustrated by the following letter:-
“May I correct the writer of last Sunday’s Profile on one 
point of fact. He states that when still on the staff 
of C. College, I had ’become a declared member of the 
Communist Party, and was taking an active part in 
politics.’
I did not, in fact, become a member of the party,
declared or otherwise, until I had resigned from the
staff; it was partly in order that I might take an 
active part in politics, without embarrassing my friends 
on the staff and the Governing'Board, that I decided to 
give up schoolmastering."
No other reactions occur more than twice.in this group. Again
there is no direct praise for the topic under criticism since
it is the self. But if the answer to the criticism is strong
and denial of bad qualities or actions is made, an indirect
form of praise is actually put forward.
(vi) Responses to criticism of country, race or district^
So far only responses to criticism made in the press of
the individual, his work or his opinions ^ave been considered.
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But much criticism is made of various groups, institutions and 
organisations and this criticism is also resented and answered 
in the press. Criticism and responses on these topics have 
been divided into 5 groups according to the nature of the 
organisation criticised.
Criticism of country will be dealt with first. Included 
also is criticism of race and district as these are similar 
topics and occur too few times to be considered separately.
There are ^0 responses answering criticism of country, race or 
district. These are made up of 
25 answering criticism of country.
9 answering criticism of race (“natives”)•
2 answering criticism of district.
It is interesting to note the connection of the person answering 
the criticism to the country, etc. Of the 25 answering criti­
cism of the country, 18 are members of the country. Of the J 
non-members of the country, one is resident in that country, one 
has recently visited it, and one says that his ancestors 
originated there. Only 2*. do not explain their connection, but 
they must be ego-involved to some extent with the country being 
criticised. Of the 9 defending “natives”, criticised in a 
previous letter to the journal, 2 are from natives and one from 
a non-native working with natives. The 2 responses to criticisii 
of district are from residents of the district in question.
TABLE V on next page.
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TABLE V . RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF COUNTRY, RACE AND DISTRICT.
RSACTION. No. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression against critic or criticism.............. 1g
Aggression against another country, race, etc. (usually
that of the critic)...................................10
Use of rhetorical questions................  5
Sarcasm  ................    5
Ask what criticism means ...............    5
Challenge you to prove it, ask for more details, etc.. 9
Cannot leave it unprotested, angry, annoyed  ........   1
Ask critic to withdraw statement .....  1
Puzzled, incredible ............     6
Amused........       1
Suggests physical aggression........................   1
Denial ...............................................16
Defence or explanation  .......  . . . . . . . . 1 8
Giving facts  ...............  . . 1 2
Quotes from criticism........    5
Praise of ov/n country ................................10
Do not take it as criticism.................   1
Agree, partly agree, agree it is possible ...........  8
Praise for critic’s country...........  9
Once again much aggression is in evidence. The usual express­
ions of this are used, including sarcasm and rhetorical 
questions and other techniques not used when the self was 
criticised - for example, an attack on another country, usually, 
but not always, that of the critic. This is a means of 
praising one*s own country indirectly and also expressing 
hostility. Examples of this are found in one letter answering 
criticism of the United States. Almost nothing is said 
defending the United states: instead a long at tack ..on the
Soviet Union is made. The following is another example of
this technique:-
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Answering criticism about bull-fighting in Spain:
“It is always worth recalling the classic answer of the 
Spaniard to an Englisnman who held forth on the alleged 
cruelty of bull-figating. The Spaniard replied that he 
had never got over the initial horror of learning that 
a Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Children had 
been found necessary in Britain.“
This type of reaction aims at praising one’s own country by 
belittling another, although actually no true comparison is 
made, and the attack is irrelevant to the point under consider­
ation.
Defensive explanation is again frequently used. Another 
technique which may be used when answering criticism of a group 
or institution, but not when referring to the self, is direct 
praise of the topic being criticised, e.g.:
“Since the war, the United States has done more to help 
the civilization of the Western nations than any country 
in the whole of history.“
“Any impartial observer who has been in Israel since the 
establishment of the State has had none but the highest 
praise for the community as a whole - in fact it was 
generally agreed that in spite of tne overwhelming 
difficulties with which they are confronted, the progress 
i-s absolutely startling.”
This is aggressive, suggesting the critic was not impartial.
There are 8 agreements or partial agreements, but these 
are followed by a strong defensive explanation. Other items 
only occur a few times.
No difference could be found between the reactions by a 
member <£ the country criticised or someone from outside the 
country. Anyone who takes the trouble to answer criticism of 
this sort is presumably ego-involved to some extent and
- 98-
therefore whether he is a member of the country or not is 
irrelevant.
(vii) Responses to criticism of religious group.
8 responses answering criticism of religion were found. In 
7 of these 8 cases, the people answering the criticism were 
members of the faith attacked. In one case the writer does not 
say whether he is a member of the faith.
7 of the 8 responses are letters, one is the report of a 
newspaper interview.
TABLE VI. RESPONSES TO CRITICISMS OF RELIGION.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSE
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression against critic or criticism........... . 8
Sarcasm........ .................................... 2
“Outraged**  ....... ..........................i
Denial .................................................3
Defence or explanation...... .......................... 8
Giving facts  ................... .................... A
Praising religion being criticised......... ...........4-
Quoting from criticism  .......... .....................1
Quoting others in support..... ....................... 1
“Interested” ..... .................................. 2
Admits it partly  ....... .......... 2
Religion is a topic over which people often feel strongly and 
all these responses include an aggressive element. But 
aggression alone is seen to be unsatisfactory and in every case 
an attempt is made at defence or explanation, if out of 8 giving 
facts in support of their beliefs; 9 responses deny some part 
of the criticism. if show the tendency found in responses to
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criticism of country, praise for the institution being attacked. 
As usual there is little agreement with the criticism. The 
following are examples of the main trends in response to 
criticism of religion.
Aggression.
must conclude that in Mr. C’s identification of the 
Communist and Catholic idea of conscience there is a 
good deal of eitner ignorance or passion.“
Denial and Defence.
“But Catholic teaching is not what Mr. C. assumes it to 
be. It is, on the contrary, that all actions are sinful 
if done without the conviction of doing right.“
Partly agreeing but praise of own religion.
“No doubt there are intolerant Muslims, just as there are 
intolerant Christians. But the religion of Islam is 
more likely to draw the peoples together than to hold 
them apart.**
(viii) Responses to criticism of an occupation of profession.
There were 12 responses answering allegations made about 
certain professions or occupations. Ego-involvement is obvious, 
as all 12 responses are by members of the occupation critised.
9 are letters to newspapers, magazines or journals, and 9 are 
reports of interviews in newspapers.
The responses include 5 letters from salesgirls in response 
to a newspaper article criticising salesgirls, and the following 
professions are mentioned once each:-
doctors, politicians, employers, fisnermen, inventors, 
launderers, airmen.
TABLE VII on next page.
- 100 -
TABLE VII. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF PROFESSION.
REACTION NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression against critic or criticism ............. 9
Aggression against others (e.g. salesgirls against
customers).................       8
Resentment, “concerned’* ..............    2
Denial ..................   8
Defence, explanation, excuses ......................  12
Giving facts  ...................................  5
Asking for evidence  .................  1
Admit it partly .............      1
Grateful for suggestions    1 /
The main difference between this group and the others, is that 
there is less aggression airected towards the critic or his 
criticism, hut quite often attack on others is made, usually 
against people connected with the work concerned. Thus sales­
girls attack the customers:
“I should like to give you some idea of a few of the types 
with whom we have to deal each day. There is the
Haphazard Type. She crows, ’I should like to see a dress
in my size/, and gives no idea of shade or style required, 
VvHen eventually, after many questions, we get Madame to 
give a vague idea of what she wants, then she starts the 
battle of the inch t^pe. ’I couldn’t POSSIBLY be that 
size’,she wails....” (Goes on to describe other types).
Denial is a frequent item in the responses:-
"It is not the commission which is uppermost in our minds'.* 
Defence or explanation occurs in every response, e.g.:
“Even from tne narrowest and most selfish point of view, 
the employers do not want to see wages go down. We want 
our staff and workers to be contented and happy. It
makes our job easier. We want our workers to get good
wages, because otherwise they could not purchase the 
goods we produce.**
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And, as usual, sometimes the defensive explanation includes 
facts
“Half the war-winning inventions of the last war were 
conceived by amateurs. I need only cite Pluto, the 
flail tank, the rocket bomb, the air-raid shelter, the 
Leigh light, faoricated air fields and plastic armour 
as a few examples of the many inventions of amateurs 
during this period."
These are the main trends of responses in this group.
(ix) Responses to criticism of newspapers.
%9 responses deal with criticism of newspapers,magazines,
journals or scientific journals, and these will be considered
separately.
Of these I9 responses, 11 are made by the editor, news 
editor or someone else closely connected with the paper concern­
ed, and 2 are by enthusiastic readers of the paper. The 
connection between the topic of the criticism and the person 
answering the criticism is therefore clear in all cases. 5 of 
the responses defend “women’s magazines" generally, as well as 
particular examples of women’s magazines.
TABLE VIII. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OP NEvvSPAPBRS.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression towards critic or criticism  .........  10
Use of sarcasm  .............   9
Must protest .............    1
Denial, error of fact, unjust  ................. . 19
Defence, explanation .............................  12
Giving facts .....................      11
Don’t object to the criticism...................  1
Appreciative of criticism........    2
Partly admits it  ......     4
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Again, the people answering the criticism are ego-involved.
over this topic and there is much aggression. As usual, tnis
is sometimes directed against the criticism and sometimes more
personally against the critic. The following are examples of
these two types of aggression:
“In your issue of November 9 you. publish a letter....
containing some rather sweeping and misleading statements 
which should be corrected in the interest of all 
concerned.“
More personal:
“Alas for the opinionated but ill-informed Miss L.“
Denial occurs in every case, e.g.:
“Not only have we never presented a ’little frock’ for ;
the housemaid on Sundays, but we do regularly present i
Paris fashions." I
i
j
Defensive explanation again often occurs in the responses and, |
!
in this section, most of the people answering the criticism j
give facts to support tneir case, e.g.: ;
"As regards the suggestion that the Egyptian Gazette 
is published specially for the benefit of ’Pukkha 
Sahibs’, your correspondent may be interested to know 
that, as far as we can ascertain, our readership 
consists of roughly one-third British and the same 
proportion of Egyptian and cosmopolitan readers."
Again only a few admit that the criticism is partly correct or
say that they appreciate the criticism.
(x) Responses to criticism of other groups, institutions, 
organisations, etc.
56 responses were found, answering criticism of groups 
other than profession, country, religion or newspapers. These 
56 responses are made up of the following:
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1/ are responses to criticism of groups of people of which
8 are answering an article attacking British housewives.
7 are answering an article attacking the appearance of 
"older women".
1 is answering criticism of women as a group.
1 is answering criticism of gypsies.
All these 17 letters are written by members of the group they 
are defending.
if letters are answering criticism of schemes, buildings, etc.
In none of these is the connection between topic and person 
answering criticism known.
The other 95 are all answering criticism of more formal 
organisations and institutions. These include the City of 
London, the Arts Council, various political parties, the British 
Film Institute, various theatres, etc.
19 of the 95 letters are written by an official of the organisa­
tion criticised, lé are written by members of the organisation; 
the remaining é writers are not officially connected v/ith the 
organisation they are defending, but presumably are ego-involved 
about it.
Although these 56 responses deal with criticism of differ­
ent organisations, they will be considered together, since the 
important point is not so much the particular institution 
criticised, but the similar feelings, attitudes and reactions 
of the people making the responses.
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TABLE IX. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF GROUPS, QHQAI^iaàTIONS, 
INSTITUTIONS, ETC.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression.......................................... 42
Rhetorical questions ...........    9
Sarcasm   ................................    2
Criticism makes the position more difficult  ........ 9
Annoyed, infuriated, displeased, shocked, etc........5
Must protest, cannot go unchallenged, etc............ 4
Attack on another institution  ......    9
Defence, explanation, excuses ..............    .4I
Denial ........................   97
Praiise for institution under criticisqp..............25
Give facts to support case  ........  ...29
Quoting from criticism .............................  8
Quote opinion of someone else  ........    1
Ask for further evidence ........    1
Agree partly  ......      9
Praise for critic or part of criticism  ............ 9
Do not mind criticism...................... . .......^
Once again, the aggression is usually directed against the 
critic or his criticism. There is very little aggression 
against other bodies, only three cases, when political parties 
were defended. Typical examples of aggression are:
"Imaginative and constructive- policies are more helpful 
than crotchety criticism, if permanent solutions are to
be found of the difficulties which confront us."
"Mr. T. has apparently no explanation or apology to offer 
for the numerous misrepresentations in his article.
Defence and denial again occur in most responses. When
defending an institution, as against defending the self, it
is possible to give some positive praise, e.g.: •
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’*The high standards of business conduct and morality in 
the City of London are not imposed by law or by regulation 
but are governed by an unwritten code of honour, a breach 
of which involves, quite properly, virtual ostracism."
"For this year at Stratford (for the first time, as far as 
I know) there has been a real attempt to stage the history 
plays as Shakespeare intended them to be staged, while i 
avoiding any painful sense of pedantic archaism.’* |
i
Again there is very little agreement with the criticism and when 
there is partial agreement, it is hesitant and usually says that 
although the facts may be true, the interpretation drawn from 
them is false.
It can be seen, therefore, that people are just as likely to 
be emotional when answering criticism on groups on which they 
feel strongly, as when they themselves or their work is attacked. 
The nature of the group is not important, only the degree of 
involvement with the group.
(xi) Responses to criticism of another person.
In this category come the responses to criticism by an 
individual when another individual has been attacked. In 25 of 
the 40 responses found, no connection could be seen between the 
person criticised and the one answering the criticism, except 
that the.person criticised is a public figure admired by the 
person who defends him. In the other 1J cases there is a more 
obvious connection.
In 5 cases the person replying is a relation of the person 
criticised, his wife, sister, etc.
In 2 cases the person replying says that he is or was a friend 
of the one criticised.
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In 8 cases there is a professional connection, a publisher 
defending poets whose work he has published, a University 
lecturer defending a colleague, etc.
In 2 cases the person criticised is defended by someone of the 
same nationality, partly for this reason.
In 2 cases officials of societies for honouring famous writers, 
write in reply to criticism of these writers.
The people criticsed include writers, professional critics, 
philosophers, members of the Royal family. Directors of Art 
Galleries, poets, composers, football players, etc.
TABLE X. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM OF AI^QTHER PERSON.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Aggression against critic or criticism..........  2g
Use of rhetorical questions ............................ /
Use of sarcasm  .......................     2
Criticism has increased difficulty  ...........  1
Critic should apologise  ...................   1
Critic must agree............         2
Protest, cannot pass unchallenged, etc.  .........  5
Denial ......... ...................... .............
Defence or explanation  ........ .'............   54-
Praise for person criticised  .....  ^2
Gives facts  .....      6
Quotes someone else in defence of person criticised ..... b
Quotes from or refers to work of person criticised....  8
Quotes from criticism  .........    J
Mentions personal relation to person criticised ........  9
Agree or partly agree ...................................  10
Part praise for critic .......      4*
The aggression is similar to that in the other groups. Again 
the use of rhetorical questions sometimes occurs, e.g.:
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**And was he, after all, so ignorant of Southern India?" 
Defence and denial, as usual, occur in most of the responses
"0 . did C.L. no disservice. He did what was his plain 
duty; he stated the truth.
"None, surely, acquainted with Wesley’s life and work could 
fall into the error of regarding the founder of Methodism 
as a man who had no interest in the material needs of man, 
and particularly those of the underprivileged."
52 responses include positive praise of the person criticised.
This is a higher proportion than in any of the other categories.
Examples include:
"Kipling was the great champion of Britain as an 
enlightened Imperial Power; he was a patriot."
"I cannot end without remarking upon Mr. I’s ignoble dig 
at Mrs. B. As a parent, as a teacher and as a writer, I 
can find nothing to tilt at in this remarkable woman.
She tells a story well-suited to her young readers. She 
is never vulgar and I have yet to meet a child frightened 
or disturbed by her work."
The other reactions found in other responses, quoting the
criticism, protesting, agreeing in part, also occur and in no
way differ from previously.
(xii) Conclusion.
A comparison will be made of the responses to criticism in 
the press onivarious topics. The total number of letters, etc., 
collected was 261 .
TABLE XI on next page.
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TABLE XI. RBSPOMSBS TO CRITICISM OK DIFFSHBITO TOPICS
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The letters in Table XI stand for the following- reactions;
A. Aggression towards the critic or criticism, includihg saying 
the critic has made the situation worse, the critic is not expert, 
others have understood it, etc.
B. Sarcasm.
0 . Rhetorical questions.
D. Recipient is angry at the criticism, "must protest", etc.
E. Recipient wants apology from critic, says critic "must agree". 
P. Aggression towards persons or group other than critic.
G. Wants more evidence, or wants to know meaning of criticism,
H. Denial.
1. Defence, explanation, excuses.
J. Gives facts in support of own views.
K. Quotes others, e.g. experts, in support.
L. Quotes a similar case in support.
M. Praise of topic being criticised.
N. Describes topic being criticised, or quotes from it.
0 . Quotes from criticism.
P. Gives own position in relation to group or person criticised.
Q. Apologises.
R. Agrees in whole or part with criticism.
S. Praises critic or criticism.
T. Does not object to criticism.
U. Grateful, pleased to receive criticism, interested in it.
V. Praises group, etc., other than critic or topic.
W. Amused, puzzled, surprised at criticism.
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This table shows the general trends in these reactions to 
criticism in the press. Aggression plays a big part in the 
responses. The aggression differs in target and intensity but 
is present in JQP/i of the replies. There is a slight difference 
in the amount of aggression according to topic; when replying to 
criticism of one’s own previous criticism there is aggressiofli in 
less than half the cases, as the criticism is often specific and 
just. But, in this group of responses, sarcasm and rhetorical 
questions are very popular techniques. Aggression against 
others, not the critic, is noted particularly when country or 
profession is attacked. In the first case, the aggression is 
usually directed against another country and in the second, 
against people that the profession meet. Aggression against 
others is a form of indirect praise of the institution one is 
defending.
Generally, about half the responses in each group use denial 
as part of the reply, but it seems less common when the topic is 
religion. Defence is the most popular technique and is much 
used in each group of responses. Giving facts, a method of 
defence, is more common when newspapers and organisations are 
criticised and less common after criticism of the self. Quoting 
others in support is not very frequent and, in these responses, 
occurs mostly in answer to criticism of one’s own criticism, and 
in answer to criticism of other people. Praise of the topic 
under criticism does not occur at all when the self, professions 
or newspapers are attacked, but mostly when the topic is country.
-111-
religion, other groups, and, most of all, other individuals. 
Quoting the criticism is a convenient way of referring to it 
and is used especially after criticism of articles, reviews, 
that is, one’s own previous criticism. People answering criti­
cism of tnis sort apologise much more than those in the other 
groups as the criticism is often brief and true. A few people 
in each group of responses agree that the criticism is just, but 
usually defend themselves, even while admitting it. Only a few 
people express gratitude to the critic for his criticism.
As well as illustrating the common types of reaction found 
in public responses to criticism in the press, more general 
considerations are also brought to mind by this part of the 
investigation. It upholds certain theories corroborated in 
other parts of this work on criticism, for example that criticisnj 
is what is taken as criticism. A certain degree of egb-involve- I 
ment is necessary before anything that appears in the press will i 
be taken as criticism. In extreme cases, a person will take ' 
any reference to a topic as criticism. There was a very great 
difference in the aggression and provocation in the articles, 
letters, etc. that were taken as criticism and answered. In some 
cases there was a direct attack on the topic, in others only a 
reference to it which to other people might seem an innocuous 
remark. Therefore, as was noted in Chapter I, 2 , not only the 
stimulus but also the perception of it, gives it its emotion-
provoking quality.
This part of the investigation also illustrates the fact
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that people are ego-involved on very different topics. The 
topics about which people feel strongly enough to write to the 
press include themselves, their work, other individuals and 
various groups and organisations including country, race, 
religioh, work-place, clubs and associations of all types, 
formal and informal groups.
These 2él responses to criticism are, however, a special 
category and cannot qui»te be compared with responses in face-to- 
face situations in everyday life. Not every type of criticism 
found in everyday life will occur in the press. Intimate
personal criticism of the self is rare; criticism on some types
of work, such as writing, is common, but little reference is 
found to other work, except when criticising groups not indivi­
duals, e.g. "Coal miners". Much other criticism also refers to
groups; national characteristics are more likely to be
criticised than the same characteristics in individuals.
These responses are also somewhat restricted. In everyday 
life, people meet with criticism they believe is justified; they 
agree with it and may act on it. People are unlikely to write 
to the press agreeing with criticism of a topic close to them, 
even if they think it is justified. Letters in the press 
agreeing with a criticism of something are not responses to 
criticism, since to the writer it is not criticism; nothing he 
cares about is being attacked and it is just a view he agrees 
with. Therefore the responses collected in an investigation of 
this type rarely agree that the criticism is justified, unless
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it is on a small point.
Another restriction is imposed by the fact that only 
certain people will be represented in the responses. As most 
of the responses were letters, one of the restrictions is that 
a certain standard of literacy is usually necessary. Also it is 
probable that the aggressive individual or the individual in 
public life used to expressing his views publicly will write 
more. There are exceptions, but many authors of letters seem 
‘ to fall into one of these categories. Then the editor of the
I
paper, magazine, etc., publishing the letter, chooses the 
letters he prints. Therefore, among other restrictions, nothing 
too abusive will be printed, and often, as the editor wants an 
interesting controversy, nothing repeating too closely a 
previous opinion.
But in spite of the.,.-; differences between these responses 
to criticism and responses in everyday life, they are genuine 
reactions to stimuli taken as criticism and the responses 
include the same reactions found in other parts of this 
investigation.
5. An analysis of some responses to criticism in Parliamentary 
Debates.
(i) Introduction.
Examples of criticism, taken from Hansard reports of 
February 21st to February 28th, 1 9 4 7> were analysed. The 
Hansard report for this week was scanned for examples of
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criticism and Jbhecresponses noted. 64 examples of criticism and 
reactions were found.
The criticism given in Parliamentary debates is often of a 
specialized nature since it is given by men who are skilled in 
debating and whose whole purpose is often just to show the 
weakness of their opponents. The criticism also often expressed 
differences in opinions between parties rather than between 
individuals. The answer to the criticism is also specialized to 
some extent. Hov/ever, in spite of the criticism and response 
being part of a skilled game, there are still considerable 
differences between the responses, and the same types of reaction 
found in other parts of this work on criticism were noted.
Only examples where an overt response was made to the 
criticism were collected. An attempt was made to classify the 
spoken responses to criticism. These responses show what the 
recipient said^to some extent, what he thought and felt and 
whether he intended to act on the criticism. But it must not 
be assumed that his speech reflects accurately any of these 
things. It is less likely to do so than is the speech of people 
in everyday life, since members of Parliament debating have 
professional skill in answering criticism.
(ii) Results.
Most of the examples found were of personal criticism, 
attacking the member, his actions or opinions, rather than his 
party or another individual. This criticism can broadly be 
divided into two categories, ’official’ criticism coming from
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the Chair, and criticism from other members with no official 
basis. Responses to these two types of criticism will be 
compared.
éif examples of responses to criticism were collected. These 
have mostly been classified under the following headings:
A. Defensive reactions; any attempts at justification or 
explanation of the action, speech, etc., criticised.
B. Aggressive reactions; criticising or attacking the critic 
or someone else.
0 . Denial.
These three types of response really constitute non- 
acceptance of the criticism, although defensive responses and 
aggressive ones to a lesser extent, sometimes go with responses 
where the criticism is largely accepted. Responses which imply ■ 
acceptance of the criticism are:
D. Agreeing with the criticism.
E. Apologising.
P. Indication that the recipient will act on the criticism.
These are the main classification categories, but there 
are a few other responses such as turning away from the topic, 
postponing the discussion for another occasion, turning to 
someone else for an opinion, and others, which do not fit into
the maineclasses.
In only a small minority of the examples was a response 
made up of just one of the above reactions. Responses usually 
included two or more elements. In the following table, showing
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how often each type of reaction occurred, the total is more than 
the 64 responses analysed.
TABLE XII. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM IN PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES.
REACTION. NO. OF RESPONSES
INCLUDING IT.
Defence, explanation, justification, etc........... 59
Denial .................................     10
Aggression  ............       53
Agree or part agree criticism is right  ............  l6
Apology ....................................    8
Act on criticism or says will act on criticism ...... 7
Other reactions .....................................  11
124
I _____________________________
There were mixtures of almost all types of reaction. The
following example includes defensive and aggressive elements,
the most usual combination. The situation is as follows. In a
speech about Polish refugees l^Irs. M. uses the word "émigré" to
describe the refugees. Professor S. then says:
"I would implore the hon. Lady not to use the word ’emigre’. 
If she knew its significance or understood its connotatioiç 
she would not. In French it is equivalent to the word 
’ deserter’."
Mrs. M. answers :
"With respect to the hon. Gentleman, he must know very well 
that I am not using the word in any offensive sense 
whatever."
Thus she combines defensive and aggressive elements in her
response. When he interrupts her again a moment later, she is
even more aggressive:
"I have a great deal of respect for the hon. Member for
  (Prof. S.) if not in the question of Poland at least
on other subjects, but I prefer to make my own speech and 
must insist on my right toado so."
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This type of response, where the recipient in turn criticises
the critic, seems to he very common in Parliamentary debates.
In this case Professor S. apologises for interrupting Mrs. M.
but does not give way over the use of the word "emigre”.
A few responses seem to be purely defensive, mostly in
replies to Questions, v\âien the Minister often just explains his
action, and also in answer to official criticism from the
Chairman or Speaker. For example, Mr. M. is told by the
Deputy-Speaker to return to the Bill under discussion, in his
speech. Mr. M. answers in a purely defensive way:
"I was referring to the problems of the creative inter- 
, vention of the State........  etc., etc."
Purely aggressive responses are not very common, some
attempt at defence usually being made, but some examples were
found, such as the response to criticism of the Lord Advocate by
a member of the Opposition. It is not the Lord Advocate who
replies but a member of his party. He says:
"On a,.point of Order, is it in order for the hon. 
.Gentleman to make such outrageous attacks upon the Lord 
Advocate when hon. and right hon. members of the hon. 
Gentleman*s own Front bench were engaged in gossiping 
most' of the time?"
This attacks the critic*s party but makes no attempt to defend
the Lord Advocate.
Sometimes a purely aggressive response provokes another 
purely aggressive response, until it is just two members hurling 
personal insults at each other without any reference to the
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original topic under discussion. All aggressive responses are to 
some extent an evasion of the issue and this is often done with 
professional skill.
Denial sometimes occurs by itself as a response, for example, 
after the following statement:
"I must congratulate the hon. Member for --  (Mr. S.) upon
the progress he has made in the last eight or nine months 
in this matter. He was speaking quite plainly about the
big black market operations .... "
Mr. S. says:
"I did not speak at all."
But usually defence or aggression is added to the denial and 
sometimes both, as in the following example. Mr. E. has critic­
ised Mr. L. for ignoring the end of some event and for raising 
an unnecessary point. Mr. L. answers :
"Hot at all. It was the hon. Member for r-nr who raised the 
question. Secondly, I did not ignore the end of the story.j
The end of the story was irrelevant."
He denies both points on which he was criticised, defends himself
and attacks the critic.
When the response consists of apology, agreeing with or 
acting on the criticism, the criticism seems to be largely 
accepted. Defensive elements also often enter into the response: 
for example when Mr. E. replies to his critics, he agrees with 
the criticism, acts on it and is apologetic and defensive;
"I regret very much that the Committee should have been put 
to any inconvenience through the course which I followed, 
and I sincerely apologise to all hon. members on both 
sides for any inconvenience that has been so caused. I 
ask them to believe that I did it with the intention of 
trying to help the progress of the Bill, and to facilitate
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"the progress of the business. But like many other good 
intentions of myself and other people, that miscarried.
I therefore beg to ask leave of the Committee to withdraw 
the new Clause on the Order paper."
A fairly common response to official criticism from the Speaker
is to apologise and act on the criticism. For example, when
the Deputy-Speaker tells Mr. L. he must ask leave of the House
to speak again, Mr. L. just says:
"I am so sorry, Mr. Deputy-Speaker. May I have the leave 
of the House to speak again? The reason for my error was 
that I was anxious to start off with the very good point 
.... etc., etc#
Mr. L. acts on the criticism but defends his behaviour.
Sometimes there is only partial acceptance of the criticism, 
as, for example, when ]^Ir. R. replies to the Chairman, who says 
he is not keeping to the point. Mr. R. says:
"I appreciate there is a line. It is certainly very 
difficult to draw and I have never been able to discover 
just where one draws it, but I agree there is a line ... 
One is entitled to point out the nature of the Body which 
Parliament is asked to set up and subsidise and I had 
hoped I had not gone beyond that to argue the Second 
Reading merits of the bill. I certainly did not want to 
do so and I am very glad that it was pointed out to me 
that I was on the borderline. I think, however, that I 
am entitled to say - I do not want to repeat myself but 
it is rather difficult to make a speech with all these 
interruptions."
Mr. R. first partially accepts the criticism but defends himself. 
He justifies his action but then apologises and seems to accept 
the criticism and says he was pleased to receive it. Then he 
becomes more aggressive and attacks someone he says is 
interrupting him. This is taken as criticism by the person to ' 
whom it refers and he, in turn, defends himself.
An accept ance of straightforward criticism is seen when the
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Chairman criticises ivir. M., who then says:
"I bow to your ruling and I will go on to another matter" 
Out of the 64. responses, only 9 are responses made to 
criticism of others. The smallness of this number speaks for 
itself. Most of the other cases are of criticism of an 
individual or sometning to do with him. The criticism can be 
divided into ’official* criticism from the Chairman or Speaker 
and ordinary non-official criticism. Differences between 
responses to these two types of criticism are probably due to 
the different statuses of the critics. There are 21 examples 
of official criticism among the 64. examples collected. Most 
of these are the Chairman or Speaker telling a member he is not 
acting in order.
TABLE XIII. RESPONSES TO OFFICIAL CRITICISM.
NO. OF RESPONSES 
REACTION. INCLUDING IT.
Defence, etc.  .............     16
Aggression............ .......................... 9
Denial  ...........    2
Agreeing with the criticism.........    7
Acting on the criticism...........   5
Apology ............................ '.................  4
Proportionally responses to official criticism are more 
defensive than responses to non-official criticism; members 
usually seem to feel some explanation is necessary and they are 
less aggressive. When there is an aggressive element, it is 
rarely the Chairman’s ruling that is attacked, but another 
member. Generally, there is a higher acceptance of official
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than non-official criticism and this is true for the reception 
of official criticism in other situations too.
Other topics of criticism in the blf. examples are too varied 
to be conveniently classified. They are usually connected with 
the individual, his policy or opinions, or often a combination 
of these. There seems to be no appreciable difference between 
responses to criticism on policy and criticism on more personal 
things except that often, but by no means always. Ministers 
tend to be defensive rather than aggressive in response to 
Questions and members tend to be more aggressive when replying 
to more personal criticism.
An example of another type of topic criticised is seen in 
the following example. When a reference was made to Kingston- 
on-Thames, the member for Kingston-on-Thames rose immediately 
and said:
"The hon. member has made a definite and specific 
allegation against the inhabitants of my constituency 
Will the hon. member have the decency either to give 
specific evidence in support of this very serious 
allegation or be sufficiently a gentleman to withdraw it?"
This rather aggressive response consists of demanding more
specific details concerning the criticism. In another example,
a member said:
"I am not like so many hon. members who represent nothing 
but silly little rotten boroughs."
This seems to have been taken personally by many members, but
it is possible they felt their constituents would expect them
to defend their constituencies.
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Only two examples of constructive criticism were found 
among the 6i{- examples and in both cases the person whose work 
was being criticised replied that the critic*s suggestion had 
already been carried out.
Conclusion on responses to criticism in Parliamentary debates.
From this analysis of responses to criticism in one week’s 
Parliamentary debates, it seems that although the members are 
skilled debaters, their responses consist of the same elements 
as responses to criticism of other people under other circum­
stances .
As noted, only examples of criticism which was answered 
were collected, so the only examples analysed were the cases 
where the recipient felt strongly enough about the criticism to 
answer it. Most of the examples were answered by the 
individual whose work, opinions or personal:/ conduct was 
criticised. There were only a few cases of members replying 
when other members of their party had been attacked. The 
examples of criticism collected could be broadly divided into 
official criticism, usually on simple matters of Parliamentary 
procedure, and non-official criticism covering a wide range of 
topics. Responses to official criticism were found to be more 
defensive and submissive and less aggressive than responses 
generally. Members also acted on official criticism more often, 
partly because of the critic’s status and partly because the 
topic was often a simple point that could be easily followed. 
Otherwise no difference was noted in the responses to criticism 
on different topics.
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Some form of defence or explanation was the commonest 
ingredient of the responses. Denial occurred in ten cases, hut 
was less common than defence. A common ingredient of the 
responses was aggression. The topic of the criticism is largely 
ignored and instead an attack is made against the critic, his 
party, or another member of nis party.
Defence, denial and aggression usually signify non-accept^ 
of the criticism. The other main categories of response ahow 
some acceptance of it. These are, agreeing with the criticism, 
apology and indicating that the criticism will be followed or 
acting on it immediately. None of these responses occurs as 
often as defence or aggression. Usually the responses consisted 
of more than one of these types of reaction.
These results agree closely with the findings in other 
parts of the work on responses to criticism. Defence is one 
of the most common overt reactions to criticism in any circum­
stances and occurs often whether or not the recipient thinks 
the criticism is justified. Aggression, similarly, is often 
used, as people find it convenient to change the subject and 
attack or blame someone else instead of answering the criticism. 
It is possible, however, that submissive responses occur less 
frequently in these debates between equals than in many 
situations in life when there is a great status difference 
between critic and recipient.
The question arises as to how much these spoken replies
made by members of Parliament reflect their attitudes to the
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criticism. Because they are skilled debaters and because verbal 
encounters in Parliament are often part of an elaborate game, 
it is possible that these verbal answers reflect opinions less 
than verbal replies in other situations. But most of the 
replies collected seem to be motivated by genuine feelings of 
aggression, or suggest that the recipient feels a genuine 
desire to defend himself or deny the criticism. Also the 
ingredients of the responses are similar to those of responses 
found in other parts of the present investigation.
if. An analysis of introspections and observations of 
criticism situations.
(i) Introduction.
In order to supplement the other material collected on 
reactions to criticism, 155 examples of criticism and responses 
to criticism were collected during a period of six months.
These examples were obtained by observations by the experimenter 
of situations in social life and the-reactions to the criticism, 
accounts of their feelirgs being given by the recipients, and 
introspections when the experimenter herself was criticised.
This observational material provides useful illustrations 
of criticism situations occurring in everyday life and how the 
criticism in these situations is received. The results may be 
compared with the reactions to criticism gathered from the 
interviews and projection tests and the examples of reactions to
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criticism in the press and in Parliament.
The 155 examples are made up of 40 introspections, in which 
the experimenter was criticised, and 115 cases where some other 
person was criticised and the incident was either observed by . 
the experimenter or recounted to her by the recipient. The 
recipients were of both sexes and of all ages over 18 years.
The reactions to the criticism in these 155 situations 
have been analysed according to the different factors in the 
situations.
(ii) Criticism from different people.
TABLE XIV. POSITION OF CRITICS IN THE SITUATIONS.
CRITIC. * NO. OF SITUATIONS.
Expert, teacher or instructor  ....................  29
Friend of the same s e x ...........    26
Friend of the opposite s e x ......    24
Several critics (usually friends) ...................  15
Members of the same profession  ...........  11
Layman on topic on which recipient is more expert .... 10 
Member of out-group, when recipient is member of
in-group ..........     10
Mother           6
Parents .................................    9
Family ...............................................  2
Father  ......................    1
Sister ......................      5
Brother  .........    1
Uncle ......       1
Superior, chairman.........................    4
Inferior.....................      2
Member of an organisation criticising official;  ....  9
Member of an audience to speaker  ...................  9
Speaker to member of audience  ...................... ____
155
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TAiàLB XV. RESPOMSaS ACCORDING TO THH CRITIC IN THE SITUATION.
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Reactions to criticism have been classed into the following 
categories:
Am Upset, emotionally disturbed, depressed, intropunitive, etc.
B. Hostility felt towards critic or criticism, annoyed, dislike 
of criticism, etc.
C. Ignore the criticism, not influenced, do not act on.it.
D. Tell others of the criticism, appeal to others, smile at 
others, inviting their sympathy against the critic.
E. Go to see lawyer concerning the criticism.
P. Don’t mind, not annoyed, not disturbed, etc.
G. Agree with the criticism, influenced, etc.
H. Act on it.
I. Pleased to receive the criticism, some pleasure experienced. 
J. Say little or nothing in response, openly agree with
cri ticism.
K. Defend self, etc., argue, discuss, explain, deny criticism. 
Lg Overt aggression to critic, rude, attack, etc.
Many of the trends found when results were analysed 
according to the position of the critic, are similar to the 
results found in the interviews and projection tests regarding 
reactions to different critics (see Chapter IV).
There were 29 situations in wnich the critic was a teacher 
or someone recognised as an expert by the recipient. The topic 
of criticism in these situations was work or something the 
recipient was being taught, such as music, sport, driving, etc. 
In these cases, emotional disturbance was a fairly common
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reaction to the criticism. This sort of criticism is usually 
important and so often upsets people or else they are intro­
punitive and feel they should have done better. A few people 
were not annoyed when the critic was an expert but more felt 
hostile or disliked the criticism. This may be an attempt to 
equalise the difference between the expert and themselves. As 
was found in the interview material, people tend to say little 
to the expert ; only a few defended themselves and only one 
showed overt aggression. It was fairly common to act on the 
crit icism.
When the critic was a friend, either of the same or the 
opposite sex, reactions were rather different; there was less 
emotional disturbance but more hostility was felt. There was 
also more overt aggression and people were readier to defend 
themselves, in these examples, especially when the critic was of 
the opposite sex.
When the critic was a member of the family, there often 
seemed to be hostility and overt aggression. When the critic 
was a member of the same profession as the recipient, people 
were usually defensive or aggressive; only in one case did the 
recipient not reply. In everyday life, people seem to argue 
a good deal with members of the same profession on the same 
level as themselves.
The numbers of cases concerning criticism from the other 
groups of critics are too small for generalisations to be made, 
but it seems that people feel hostile to laymen and answer them.
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and tend to keep quiet before superiors.
(iii) Criticism on different topics.
The responses may also be analysed according to the topics 
of criticism in the situations.
TABLE XVI. TOPICS OF IHE CRITICISE IN THE SITUAl^IQNS.
TOPIC. NO.OP SITUATIONS.
Work, including lessons in music, sport, driving ...... 54
Friend or friends  .................................  2/
Member of the family ................   4
Benaviour, behaviour in committee  ...............  22
Personality  .................     4
Appearance, including clothes generally and items of
clot h in g    .....................  18
Work generally, e.g. doing chemistry as a career........ 9
Opinions and tastes  ..........      7
Work-place,acollege  .........  4
Country ..............................    2
Race  ......    1 2
Religion  ..............      1
Women.........     1
TOTAL CROUPS"Tq
GRAND TOTAL 1 5 5
TABLE XVII ON NEXT PAGE.
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TABLE XVII. RESPONSES ACCORDING TO THE TOPIC OF THE CRITICISM.
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54 of the 155 situations have been classed as criticism 
of work. "Work" includes lessons such as lessons in music or
games. About half the 54 situations had an expert or teacher 
as the critic. In the other cases, the critic may be either 
a member of the same profession or a friend, who is likely to 
be a comparative layman, and reactions differed according to 
the position of the critic. Many people were annoyed or felt 
hostile when their work was criticised as something important 
to them was being attacked. There is often more annoyance if 
one feels the critic does not know what he is talking about.
- 191-
The tendency to keep quiet, agree or say little when work is 
criticised ms a little more usual than arguing or attacking the 
critic.
When the topic of criticism was a friend or a member of the 
family, the emotional reaction was nearly always to feel hostile 
towards the critic, although a few people said they were upset 
and a few were not annoyed. A few people were openly aggressive 
but the most common overt reaction was to defend the friend or ' 
relative attacked. Pleasure was experienced by four people 
because they were friendlier with the critic than with the I
person being criticised and they were just enjoying gossiping.
When the topic of criticism was the recipient’s own 
behaviour or personality, more people felt emotionally disturbed 
or intropunitive and there seemed to be less hostility. But in 
this section, one subject who was accused of a misdemeanour went 
to his lawyer about it. He said he felt very annoyed and 
alarmed that such a story should be circulating.
The other topics occurred too few times in the examples for 
any generalisations to be made, but a high proportion of subjects 
seemed ready to be influenced on clothes, and subjects seemed to 
be less influenced when tastes, opinions, groups they belong to^ 
and the career they are pursuing were criticised.
(iv) Other factors in the situation.
Other factors, which were found to be important in 
influencing reactions to criticism in the interview material, 
were also found to be important here. The influence of the
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objective relationship of critic and recipient has been discussed 
The subjective relationship is also important, the recipient’s 
opinions about and sentiments towards the critic. In all 
examples it was evident that if the recipient liked, loved or 
respected the critic, he was much more likely to have a 
favourable reaction to the criticism and was less likely to feel 
or act aggressively. The critic’s manner also affects the 
recipient’s reaction. As might be expected, reactions tended 
to be more favourable when recipients considered the criticism 
had been put nicely. Another important point was whether the 
recipient and critic were alone when the criticism took place 
or whether there were other people present at the time. If 
tnere were other people present, the recipient felt more embarr­
assed and upset when criticised and therefore more hostile 
towards the critic. People often felt trie critic had been 
tactless in criticising in front of others and consequently 
they felt aggressive.
I
(v) Conclusion on reactions to criticism in these situations.
When all the responses to criticism in these situations 
are considered, it is obvious that there are many more 
unfavourable than favourable reactions to the criticism. For 
convenience many reactions have been classified as "Hostile", 
but they all show dislike of the criticism, annoyance, resent­
ment or hostility towards the criticism mr more personally 
against the critic. Half of the 155 examples collected include 
reactions of this sort. This aggres with the commonly held
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view that criticism is usually aisliked and also agrees with 
the broad results of the interview and projection test material 
in which very many unfavourable responses occurred.
Another common reaction was to ignore the criticism, not 
to act on it or otherwise to show that one has not been 
influenced by it. This is sometimes a calm rejection of the 
criticism on its merits, occurring v/hen the criticism is thought 
to be unjustified, but is sometimes an aggressive response, 
occurring even though the criticism is thought to be true. About 
one fifth of the reactions show that the recipient has been 
emotionally disturbed by the criticism. This reaction includes 
all cases where the recipient is upset, hurt or shows intropuni­
tive signs such as self-blame or being ashamed of himself. This 
is more likely to occur when the recipient thinks the criticism 
is just.
Very few subjects showed any positive pleasure in the 
situation when they were criticised. This also agrees with the 
popular view. In ^0 cases, subjects said or showed that they 
were not hurt or annoyed by the criticism, but this often occurs 
when the criticism is not important enough to affect them.
Some subjects say they are influenced by the criticism, agree 
with it or act on it, but not nearly as many as show the opposite 
reactions of ignoring it or feeling hostile.
As far as overt reactions are concerned, in half the cases 
the recipient says little or nothing in response to the criticisjp
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Often, even though the criticism is aisliked, nothing- is said, 
perhaps because of the recipient’s personality or because of 
various factors in the situation. To defend oneself is less 
common than saying nothing, though it occurs quite frequently. 
Attack on the critic is a less common reaction than defence.
It is obvious from these results that if a person makes no overt 
reply to criticism, it does not necessarily mean that he is 
accepting it calmly, without hostility, and agrees with what is 
said.
5* Conclusion.
These three investigations of criticism in different 
situations should be considered together with the other part of 
this study investigating people’s reactions to criticism by 
means of interviews and projection tests. But these investiga­
tions provide useful examples of responses to criticism under 
different conditions and their results, together with the 
results of the rest of the investigation, may provide the basis 
of reasons why certain reactions take place under certain 
conditions.
The studies described here are concerned with real-life 
reactions to criticism in three different types of situation.
In the first study, 2él responses in the press were found. The 
topic of the criticism in these 2él examples varied greatly and 
included the individual, his work, opinions, groups with which
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he was connected, and other individuals. Many different 
reactions were noted, the commonest being aggression and the use 
of various aggressive techniques, defence and different methods 
of supporting one’s case, and denial. The large majority of 
the recipients rejected the criticism, but some accepted it, 
agreed it was right and apologised. Generally, people who 
disagree with the criticism are more likely to write to the 
press about it.
In the second study, 64 responses to criticism were taken 
from one week’s account in Hansard of Parliamentary debates.
The responses show the feelings of the recipients rather less 
than the press responses, since the members are skilled debaters 
taking part in organised debates. But the responses may be 
regarded as examples of outward reactions to criticism and 
analysed accordingly. The familiar reactions of aggression, 
defence and denial again occur in many cases, more frequently 
than the reactions showing outward acceptance, agreement, 
apologising and acting on the criticism. The latter, however, 
occurred more in answer to official criticism from the Chairman 
or Speaker.
In the third group of responses collected, the criticism 
takes place in face-to-face situations in everyday life, so the 
reply is often more spontaneous than when answering criticism 
by writing a letter to a paper or magazine or when replying in 
a debate in the House of Commons. In this part of the investiga­
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tion, the response to the criticism was noted, even if the 
recipient made no overt reaction. Inner attitudes to the 
criticism as well as outward reactions were noted. The great 
amount of hostility and disturbance felt at the criticism and 
the far fewer times the criticism caused pleasure, could be 
seen. As far as outward reaction was concerned, more people 
made an overt defensive or aggressive reply than said nothing 
or agreed with the criticism. In this part of the investigatior 
reactions to criticism from different people and on different 
topics were compared and the results confirm the interview 
material on reactions in different situations.
Thus these three investigations serve to illustrate some 
situations in which criticism occurs and show the types of 
reaction that take place under different circumstances and so 
may be compared with the full^ r^ results obtained from the 
interviews and projection tests.
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CHAPTER III. INTRODUCTION TO THE INTERVIEW METHOD USED.
In order to gain information about responses to criticism, 
80 subjects were interviewed by the experimenter about their 
reactions to criticism under different circumstances. The 
sexes and ages of the subjects were as follows:
Sex: 95 male subjects, 45 female subjects, totalling 8 0.
Age: Age group. No. of subjects.
Under 20 years ......   2
20 to 25 years ..............5I
25 to 90 years  ....... .29
Over 9^ years .........  4
3Ô
The subjects were all of a high educational standard, 62 being 
students or belonging profession, and the rest also having
had good educations. There was some variation in the socio­
economic background of subjects, but all tended towards the 
middle of the socio-economic scale of the community.
Each subject was interviewed privately. The interview 
time varied from 90 minutes to an hour or more, depending on 
the verbosity of the subject. Each subject was also given 4 >
5 or 6 projection tests of a story-completion type, described
below (Chapter VII).
The experimenter began each interview by saying she was 
trying to find out how people reacted to criticism and was
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interested in tne reactions of this particular subject. It was 
stressed that tne ^périmenter wanted to know now the subject 
himself reacted, rather than his views on how others reacted.
The experimenter then said that, as it was too difficult to 
talk about reactions generally, she would describe certain 
criticism! situations and types of criticism, and would ask the 
subject how he reacted in these circumstances. After tnis 
preliminary introduction, the main questions of the interview 
were as follows.
1 ) Subjects were asked how they took criticism on the following 
topics:
a. the career they are following,
b. a particular piece of work they have done,
c. their clothes or anything to do with their appearance,
d. their tastes in the arts, e.g. on literature, films, music,
etc.
e. their opinions on such things as religion and politics, 
(Experimenter then added, "If your tastes of opinions are
criticised do you, in any way, feel as though you yourself 
have been personally criticised, or attacked?")
f. their family, criticised by someone outside the family,
g. their friends,
(Question about personal involvement again given)
h. any group or institution with wnich they have been connected,
e.g. country, college, trade or profession, club, etc., 
(Question about personal involvement again given).
—1
2 ) Subjects were then asked how they took criticism from the 
following people:
a. an expert criticising in how own field,
b. a layman in a field in which the subject is more expert,
c. someone in a superior position at work, not necessarily an 
expert,
d. someone in an inferior position at work,
e. a member of the subject’s family,
f. a friend.
9) Subjects were then asked whether the following aspects of 
the criticism situation affected their reactions:
a. the way in v/hich the criticism is put,
b. the way in which they feel the criticism is meant,
c. the type of criticism that is given, e.g. constructive or 
destructive,
d. whether they think the criticism is justified or not,
e. how sure of themselves they are on the topic of the criticism 
generally, as against the particular point criticised.
Subjects were then asked whether, when they asked for 
criticism, they wanted an opinion or approval, and wnether they 
reacted differently if they asked, or if the criticism came 
spontaneously. Subjects were then questioned on the kind of 
criticism that hurt them most, and what they thought of the 
normality of their attitude to criticism, whether it was as 
sensitive as, or more, or less sensitive than that of most 
people they knew.
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Subjects were then asked to look at the situation from 
another angle and say what they thought would or should be 
acceptable criticism to others, when they themselves criticised. 
They were also asked why they thought people criticised, and 
finally given an opportunity to add anything that had occurred 
to them about their reactions to, or views about, criticism.
These questions were put one at a time, and the wording of 
the questions was slightly varied witnin each interview to 
prevent monotonous repetition. When necessary, the questions 
were explained further. If subjects had already answered a 
question spontaneously, it was not asked. The interview v/as 
changed during the course of the research and certain questions 
were only put to later subjects. The interview was of a free 
type and subjects were encouraged to speak as much as they 
could on the points brought up by the experimenter or themselves,
As has been said, subjects were each given 4 to 6
projection tests ; half the subjects were given the tests before
being interviewed and naif,after the interview. Each test
presented a short story in which the main cnaracter was
criticised; nthe subject had to finish the story by giving the 
reaction to the criticism. Results of these tests are 
described in Chapter VII.
It may be said that the interview does not actually 
ascertain the reactions of subjects to criticism, but only 
what they said their reactions are or would be. There is no 
doubt that this criticism must apply to all interview material
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of this kind, but many observations suggest that conclusions 
drawn from the interview material were true-to-life. This was 
found to be a very useful metnod of gaining information about 
responses to criticism. All subjects whose answers are 
described showed much insight into the criticism situation and 
seemed to enjoy giving tneir views, and a satisfactory rapport 
was built up between interviewer and subject. Subjects seemed 
to be responding honestly to the questions and all subjects, 
at some time during the interview, gave answers which were not 
very creditable to themselves, describing reactions which showed 
them to be vain, bad-tempered, intolerant, etc. There was much 
individual variation between subjects and this again suggests 
that they were not just presenting an ideal picture of responses, 
but were giving what they believed was a true account of their 
reactions. Interview answers of each subject were compared 
with hisixprojection test answers and the high degree of 
similarity again suggests that the answers were true-to-life.
In some cases subjects’ reactions to criticism in real life 
were observed and these seemed to agree with their descriptions 
of their reactions. The types of response noted in the 
interview material agree largely with the results of the other 
investigations, described in Chapter II. By permitting 
subjects to answer the questions freely, the interviewer was 
able to ascertain subjects’ reactions far more than by the 
methods previously used to discover reactions to criticism.
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namely asking subjects to answer *Yes* or *iSfo* in paper and 
pencil questionnaires.
In this investigation, the emphasis has been not on the 
personality aifferences which make for different reactions to 
criticism, but on the different external conditions as viewed 
by the recipient, which affect his responses. Various aspects 
of the criticism situation have been studied separately as, 
although .this is rather artificial, it is necessary to investi­
gate the effect of these factors. In each case, any typical 
reaction found will be described, also the wide amount of 
individual variation which usually occurs.
The results of the interviews presented here must not be 
taken to be descriptive of the reactions to criticism of people 
in every group and culture. The results apply only to the 
group of subjects studied here and to similar types of people, 
since reactions are partly culturally determined, as is the 
criticism situation itself.
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CHAPTER IV. II/iPQRTMCE OF THE CRITIC* S STATUS ARP PERSONAL
RELATION TO THE RECIPIENT.
1 • Introduction.
One of the most important factors in the situation where 
one person criticises another, is the critic’s status and his 
relation to the recipient. There are tv/o main aspects to this 
question and both play a part in determining the reaction to 
the criticism. These are:
a) The objective status relationship of critic and recipient, 
for example, that the critic is in a superior position at work, 
is the subject’s mother, etc.
b) The subjective relationship of recipient and critic. This 
includes all the recipient’s opinions about, and sentiments 
towards the critic.
These two aspects of the relation between critic and recipient 
cannot be completely separated and are often connected.
In the interview subjects were asked how they took criticjan 
from various people (see Chapter III) and remarks about the 
influence of the critic’s position were often made in answer to 
other questions. Thus, besides the categories noted in 
Chapter III, some subjects also spoke about taking criticism 
from people on the same level as themselves, from strangers, 
and spoke generally on the influence of the critic’s position 
and the importance of the subjective relationship. Other
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answers were concerned with the difference between taking 
criticism on a group or organisation waen the critic is, and 
when he is not, a member of the group. This is also considered 
from the point of view of the topic (Chapter V).
An attempt is made here to study reactions that occur 
because it is one particular person or type of person 
criticising, but it is somewhat artificial to separate one 
factor in this way, as each factor is part of the total situation 
Reactions to criticism from different people will be studied 
separately and then compared.
2 . Responses when the critic is an expert.
(i) Results.
Information on reactions to the criticism of experts was 
obtained by asking subjects: "How do you take criticism from
an expert in his own field?" Subjects often answered by 
referring to their work, sport, music, etc., or else described 
how they reacted generally to this sort of criticism. Subjects 
also mentioned expert criticism when discussing criticism of 
their work, and occasionally on other topics.
TABLE XVIII on next page.
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TABLE XVIII. REACTIONS Vi/HEN THE CRITIC IS AN EXPERT.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile, angry, dislike it, etc•
Annoyed, irritated, roused, resentful, suspicious   I4
Dislike it .....     5
Hostile thoughts .............................    2
12
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced, don’t act on it, etc• 
Still trust own opinion, don’t listen, take no notice . . . . 1 2  
Don’t take it, difficult to take, never just accept it ... 6
If does not like it, asks another expert ..................5
Don’t take it as much as used to  .....  . . ..........1
Do nothing about it if unjustified.......... ........ 1
Do not consciously follow it ............. . 1
Emotionally disturbed, upset, hurt, etc.
Miserable, despairing, depressed, unhappy, upset ........ 11
Peel guilty, angry with self ............................   5
Emotional shock, felt like crying.........   5
Peel humble, inferior .........    4
Embarrassed, feel ruffled inside .........    2
Doubt and worry about it ........ ........................1
Wanted to give up studying the topic ....................  1
This sort of criticism hurts most .......  ••••_!
20
Pavourable Reactions, like it, take it, follow it, otc.
Accept it, take it ........................ ............
Make use of it, act on it, follow it .....................2/
Listen, listen more to it ...................   . . 2 0
Pind it useful, helpful, valuable .....   :••*!.......
Like it, pleased, glad, grateful to get it, enjoy it  I4
Peel they’re right, feel it is justified, respect their
opinion  ...................... .....................
Take notice of it, take it seriously, influenced, etc. ...Ip 
Want it, would like more, ask for it, could not learn
without it, best way of learning ........................
Take it easily, take it well, etc........................  o
Think about it, consider it .............................  o
Defer to it, give way to it, accept it too m u c h ......... 4
Interested, desire to study more ........  2
Pleased if agrees with expert ..........................
iZZ
Don’t mind, not resentful, etc. _ _
Pon^t mind, don’t resentit,not insulted, not angry ......^
Not hurt, not deeply hurt, not upset ....................
14
Defensive rebuttal.
Defend point of "“view, explain, discuss, argue, reply 15
Be rude .................................................. __L
14
Say nothing, agree, admit if wrong, keep silent 2^2...... IZ.
—14 *^“
80 subjects spoke about criticism from an expert. As usual, 
many of the responses in this table only occur under some 
circumstances. A person reacts according to his perception of 
the situation and therefore he must think of the critic as an 
expert in order to respond to him as such. It was found that 
often by ’expert’ subjects meant more expert than themselves.
But many subjects feel that, before they are influenced, they 
must respect the expert as a person, besides acknowledging nim 
as an expert.
Other factors are also important. Work is mentioned most 
frequently as the topic of the criticism since this sort of 
criticism occurs most in instruction in work, but other topics 
such as taste and clothes are occasionally mentioned. The 
nature of the topic produces no important differences in 
reaction.
The critic’s manner is important, although to some people 
the fact that the critic is an expert is so important that his 
manner is irrelevant. But many of the unfavourable reactions 
noted in Table XVIII occur Wien the subject dislikes the expert’s 
manner, e.g.:
"It has something to do with his manner. If it is quiet 
I listen very carefully as long as he puts on no 
patronage. If he speaks ae-haut-en-bas, I don’t listen 
and tend to laugh a bit."
To some subjects the type of criticism is important; as 
usual, constructive criticism is preferred to destructive. One 
subject connects type of criticism and critic as she assumes
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that an expert always gives constructive criticism:
"An expert will usually give constructive criticism..
Only people who are not sure of themselves give 
destructive.V
As usual,.notice is taken only of criticism thought to be 
justified, but an expert’s criticism is more likely to be 
thought justified.
However,.ignoring other factors, the typical response to 
an expert’s criticism is that some notice is taken of it, it 
is accepted, people like it, find it useful, and do not resent 
ito Every subject interviewed had some good word to say for
this sort of criticism,.though some had hostile reactions as 
well. Thus- the value of expert criticism seems' to be 
generally recognised. The responses-may vary from finding it 
useful under some circumstances,. to being enthusiastic and 
saying that one cannot learn without it. A few examples' will 
suffice to show the slight variations of this usual reaction:
"I would not resent it from someone who knew a terrific 
amount, I should then probably feel I should do something 
about it."
"If the person is much more capable than I, I accept it."
"It’s useful to get criticism. It’s easy for a tutor to 
criticise and criticism is-very useful. I act on it 
when it’s from a tutor."
"I consider it very valuable.. It’s an opportunity to be 
criticised by someone who really-knowsp I respect them 
as they know what they’re talking about so it’S"worth 
listening to."
The deference to the expert noted here is partly a cultural 
trait and is often recognised as such by subjects. In our
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technological society one must listen to the expert in his own 
field in order to learn and so the finding that everyone at some 
time has a favourable reaction to the criticism of experts is 
not surprising.
But this sort of criticism is not necessarily accepted 
calmly and some subjects are definitely upset. The reaction of 
listening to the criticism is not incompatible with being upset. 
People feel their work and or ability is being criticised by 
someone who knows, they believe it, and depression is a fairly 
common reaction. Other subjects say they feel guilty on 
receiving criticism from an expert, or give some other intro- 
punitive response, e.g.:
"I don’t mind as long as they know what they’re talking 
about. I’m not angry with them, only with myself. If 
I couldn’t help it, I don’t mind the criticism, but if 
it was just something silly. I ’m angry with myself."
There are other cases, however, when extrapunitive feelings are
evident. Subjects are annoyed, resentful, dislike the criticism,
or say it is hard to take. But these reactions tend to occur
under particular circumstances, for example, if the criticism
is put badly or thought to be unjustified.
These responses are atypical and occur because other factors 
are more important than the fact that the critic is an expert.
This is also the reason for the atypical reactions of not taxing 
the criticism or ignoring it.
The recipient’s personality is important; some people 
always listen more to criticism than others, and some hardly
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ever listen, even to an expert. Sometimes, although the 
person realises the critic is an expert, he disagrees basically 
with him, and so does not listen to the criticism. But then 
the critic is not really thought of as an expert, e.g.:
"If a lecturer criticises my work I find it very useful
on the whole, but I have to take into account why they’re
criticising. If it’s because of a basic difference in 
opinion, I tend to go to someone I respect in that way."
The following are other reasons for not listening to experts :
"I accept it in moderation. What’s good for one may not 
be good for another. I let my own judgement develop, 
so really my acceptance depends mainly on my own 
judgement."
"I would certainly not accept criticism from an expert 
under all circumstances as experts usually argue among 
themselves anyway."
Most subjects are silent before an expert, perhaps through 
fear of spearing ignorant. Also they may want to learn and 
tnerefore are readier to listen and not say so much. Examples 
can be given of keeping quiet before the expert :
"Then I hardly dare say a word."
"But of course I am more ready to lisoen to an expert, 
in fact I am usually quite silent before an expert."
But 15 subjects answer the critic with varying degrees of
of aggression. However, other factors are usually the cause of
overt aggression, whereas the reason for keeping quiet is
mainly that it is an expert criticising. So this can be
considered the more typical reaction. In the following cases
a defensive or aggressive reaction is made:
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"It makes a difference how it is given. If it was in front 
of h class I would he more pugnacious than if it was tete- 
a-tete. I definitely prefer it privately."
"I have very definite opinions. If if was a learned person 
I would set my views before them and after hearing them 
would tell them I could never accept their views."
But less is said to the expert than to most other critics.
(ii) Conclusions on reactions to criticism from experts.
The typical response to criticism by the expert is to 
listen more than to criticism from anyone else. People are 
readier to accept it and act on it. They do not resent it, on 
the whole, and, with some exceptions, are generally pleased to 
get it. When strong emotion is felt, which seems to be fairly 
often, the person tends to feel upset or intropunitive rather 
than hostile against the critic if the criticism seems 
justified. Generally, there is a tendency in our society to 
defer to the expert and this is confirmed by these results ; but 
the expert must be recognised as an expert by the recipient, 
no matter what the objective facts are, before he is influenced 
by him.
In Projection Test B (Chapter VII, 5)^  some subjects, 
especially when they are not sure of themselves, are influenced’ 
by the critic, a professor of Political Science who is critici­
sing their political opinions, although he is very aggressive 
and puts forward weak arguments. In spite of these factors, 
which tend to make for unfavourable responses, some subjects 
still listened to the critic because he was an expert.
On the whole, then, as would be expected, criticism from
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the expert is generally more favourably received than criticism 
from anyone else.
5 * Responses when the critic is a layman.
(i) Results.
Subjects were asked in the interview, "How do you take 
criticism from a layman on.a subject in Wiich you are more 
expert?" When answering this question, subjects usually 
referred to their work, but sometimes to opinions and clothes. 
The term "layman" is used in a subjective sense, that is, 
someone whom the recipient considers is a layman, and sometimes 
what is meant is someone more ignorant than the recipient. The 
situation is often similar to that studied in Section 1 1 , of 
an outsider criticising the in-group to a member of the group.
TABLE XIX on next page
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TABLB XIX. REACTIONS WHEN THE CRITIC IS A LAYMAIm.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVIiNG IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile, angry, dislike it, etc.
Annoyed, angry, cross, lose temper, lose patience ......  1/
Object to it, resent it, sulky .........................  15
Hostile thoughts, feel "What right have they to criticise" 5 
"It gets tedious"  ..............................   1
24
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced, don’t listen, etc.
Ignore it, take no notice, take little notice ........ . 16
Not influenced, don’t attach much importance to it .....  5
Think it is silly, ignorant, naive, think they don’t
understand  .....................................   9
Don’t take it, accept it less, don’t listen.....    9
Amused, treat it as a joke, laugh at it  ..........   ^
Peel smug, smile to myself, feel contempt .............  b
Peel I ’m right, feel I know better .....................  5
ii
Emotionally disturbed, upset, intropunitive, etc.
Hurt, type of criticism that hurts most  ............  2
Peel it personally ...................................... 2
Intropunitive.........................     1_
2.
Pavourable reactions. Listen, influenced, like it.
They often nave good points, might be useful, etc. ...... 15
Listen under certain circumstances, might take it ......  11
Consider it, take notice of it, evaluate it  .........  10
Open to new ideas, interested  ...................  é
Hear him out, feel they have a rignt to an opinion .....  4
Peel must keep in touch with popular opinion, etc. .....  2
Don’t mind, etc.
Don’t mind, don’t resent it, don’t object to it ......... 12
Not affected adversely......................    _Jt
16
Defensive Rebuttal, aggressive, defensive, explain.
Explain, reply, discuss, justify myself, put own view . . . 2 1  
Correct them, point out what is wrong with their view ... 9
Argue.......................................     9
Try to convince them, pleased if cein convince t h e m......  6
Be rude, overt aggression.........................     4
Brush it aside, say I know more, say they know nothing... 2
Nice to be able to tell him, easy to convince him ....... 2
Peel test of intelligence to explain....................  1
66
Say nothing.
Say nothing, try not to discuss it, agree outwardly ..... 14
Lack patience to explain, feel no good explaining.......   (
Not confident enough to put him right  ..................  1
Somtimes imply I’m ignorant too and give him enough rope
to hang himself .......................................... JL
&2.
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This table ignores other factors in the situation but these 
are sometimes important. Once again the subjective relation, 
the recipient’s opinion of the layman, is iaiportant. If he 
respects tne layman’s intelligence and ability in other fields 
he is more likely to listen to him even if he is ignorant in 
this particular field, e.g.:
"It would depend on the respect I had for the layman in 
any other way. I can think of instances when I thought 
it was an intelligent layman who had bright ideas on 
other things so it was really doubly interesting as you 
get a representative opinion from outside the group."
The recipient’s opinion of the layman also influences his overt 
action. To explain is often a compliment to the layman, as it 
shows that he is considered capable of understanding the explan­
ation, in contrast to the feeling that it is not worth trying 
to explain, e.g.:
"It depends on the person whether I would explain. Some 
people are so ignorant it’s better to forbear and let 
them think they’re right."
The nature of the topic of the criticism does not seem to 
influence reactions. The critic’s manner is important, many 
people think it is impertinent of the layman to criticise on 
specialised topics and if there is any suggestion of aggressive­
ness or abruptness in the criticism, this feeling is increased. 
Subjects say they are more willing to listen if the criticism 
is put rather tentatively. The type of criticism is also 
important. Usually, people will take criticism of a general 
nature from laymen, as they might have something important to 
say, but they will not take it on technical details which it is
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f'elt no layman can understand, e.g.:
"I quite often take criticism of a general cnaracter, as 
quite often laymen can see a broad outline, but I won’t 
take any detailed criticism from a layman."
This differs from the usual tendency described in Chapter VI, 5,
where detailed criticism is preferred to general.
Generally, when a layman criticises someone who knows more 
about the topic, the recipient is in a happier position than 
when the critic is an expert. He often feels in a superior 
position and can afford to ignore the criticism or be tolerant 
about it. The general reaction is to be unaffected by the 
lay man!. 8 criticism. Many subjects say they ignore it, are not 
influenced by it, or are just amused and remain emotionally 
unaffected, e.g.:
"I’m less inclined to accept it than if it was from an 
expert."
"I tend to ignore it and take no notice of ais opinion."
"If the person obviously doesn’t know what he’s talking 
about I’m not influenced."
But people with this attitude to the criticism sogietimes feel 
aggressive or contemptuous towards the critic. There is a 
feeling of resentment that he should criticise, and subjects 
say it is silly, ignorant, naive, or that he does not understand. 
The anger sometimes occurs because the critic is outside the 
group and, in this situation, anger is common. The following 
are examples of reactions of resentment, anger, contempt and 
amusement :
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"If I feel the person hasn’t got so much knowledge as me,
I resent it."
"If someone wno doesn’t xnow anything about art criticises 
a piece of work, if I ’m proud of it I feel very angry."
"I often feel they don’t know what theybe talking about 
and what right have they to say anything about it?"
"If someone who doesn’t know much just generally criticises 
I’m likely to laugh at it and point out what is wrong 
with their argument."
A few people say they are hurt by this sort of criticism. But
this is atypical and it is more usual to feel amused or
contemptuous. ,
Some subjects, however, feel that the layman can contribute
something of value and have favourable reactions such as
listening to the criticism or trying to evaluate its worth, e.g.:
"I believe any layman, or rather, frequently a layman of 
reasonable intelligence, can contribute something of 
some value as criticism."
"I always try to weigh it up and see if it is worth 
pursuing."
"I think I ’d be interested in his point of view and 
evaluate it to see how useful it is."
Others are not so positively in favour of it but say they do not
mind it or that the layman has a right to his opinion. But
generally unfavourable reactions are more common and the
acceptance of a layman’s criticism is usually very hesitant.
Overt reactions to criticism from a layman include saying
nothing, detailed explanations and aggressive responses. An
overt, response, ejlth^ r aggressive, defensive or explanatory,
such as a teacher might give, is more common than saying nothing.
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As might have been expected, it is more usual to answer the 
layman than the expert# Reasons for making an overt response 
are varied. In some cases, there is a wish to convince or 
teach the layman, in others a wish to make him feel small, in 
others a wish to air one’s own views. Sometimes it is a 
compliment to explain. QRly one person admits pleasure in 
explaining:
"It’s a nic® feeling to be able to tell someone something. 
Therefore my normal response is to point out some of my 
knowledge."
But probably many others feel pleasure in this situation. Others
express their confidence by saying it is not difficult to
convince the layman or that they feel "qualified to take up a
position against them". This confidence is one of the main
reasons for the readiness to answer the layman. There is no
fear, as with an expert, of one’s ignorance being shown up.
The following are examples of overt reactions described:
"I would argue and it shouldn’t be difficult to convince 
them."
"I just think it’s silly. Sometimes I try to show my 
point of view - it depends on'how far I feel the gap is 
between them and me."
"I try to explain, if he is capable of understanding."
But there are many cases where no overt response is made, 
usually because the recipient feels the layman would not under­
stand. In the following cases, no overt response is made:
"I just laugh. Usually I lack the patience to explain."
"I tend to get annoyed by their misunderstanding certain 
things. I just try to finish the whole affair quite
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quickly. Usually it’s not much good trying to argue
with them."
"Vi^ hen a layman criticises I am smug. I just say ’Yes, 
yes . "
"I find it very amusing. I listen to it and woulan’t 
attempt to convince him as there is no hope of convincing 
him since he’s perfectly sure he’s rignt. I listen as 
it gives me insight into his character and I’m always 
interested in people."
(ii) Conclusions on reactions to criticism from a layman.
Vvhen the critic is a layman and the recipient knows more 
about the topic, tne usual response is to take little notice of 
the criticism. Some subjects say they listen to it or that it 
may be valuable but these responses are ratner unusual. Few 
subjects are hurt or upset as the criticism is not important 
enough to them. If any emotion is experienced, it is more 
usually anger or resentment, often if it is felt the critic has 
spoken without the deference due to someone with superior 
knowledge. Subjects often answered the layman, sometimes 
aggressively, sometimes more patiently. Often, to explain is 
to pay a compliment to the layman as it shows he is considered 
capable of understanding. When subjects do not explain it is 
usually because it is difficult to explain tona layman; they 
feel it is too much trouble, or they feel he would not under­
stand. In Projection Test E, (Chapter VII, 2) the critic in 
the story is a layman and explanation was a common form of 
response. The interview results are confirmed, as a few 
subjects were hurt but more felt nostile tov/ards the critic.
Thus typical reactions to criticism from a layman are
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exactly opposite to reactions to an expert. People are willing
to listen to experts but not to laymen. They are influenced by 
the expert, like his criticism and find it useful, but these 
reactions hardly occur with laymen. People tend to be silent 
before experts but answer laymen, and if they keep quiet, it is 
for other reasons. They resent laymen’s criticism far more, 
but are hurt or upset if an expert criticises. Generally, then, 
people are emotionally and intellectually unaffected by 
criticism from laymen.
Responses when the critic is in a superior position.
(i) Results.
Subjects were asked in the interview, "How do you take 
criticism from someone in a superior position?" It was stressed 
that the superior need not necessarily be an expert, and that 
the interviewer wanted to know how subjects reacted to thé 
superior position of the critic, and not because he was superior 
in any other way, for example, having more knowledge. When the 
critic is in a superior position, the important factor in the 
situation is the status difference between critic and recipient. 
Often the critic has power over the recipient and may even be 
able to dismiss him from his job. Subjects were conscious of 
this factor in the situation.
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TABLE XX. REACTIONS WHEN THE CRITIC IS IN A SUPERIOR POSITION.
RESPONSE. NO. OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile, angry, dislike it, etc.
Annoyed, angry, aggrieved, resentful .......  16
Hostile thoughts, feel they have no rignt to criticise.. 7 
Dislike it, don’t take it gladly, take a poor view of it /
Feel frustrated, feel can’t do anything about it, feel
"There’s no pleasing them" ............................  5
Peel rebellious, antagonistic  ....................  2
Say things behind their backs ......................  1
If unjustified would leave job if criticism severe ..... 1
21
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced, don’t act on it, etc. 
Disregard it, take no notice, not much influenced ...... Ô
Peel they don’t understand.........      5
Feel I know better, feel it is unjustified, etc. ....... 4
Don’t take it ............................  5
Don’t change, don’t act on it  ........................  2
22
Emotionally disturbed..
Upset, dampened, flustered, embarrassed, nervous ....... 7
Overawed, feel small ............   2
2
Favourable reactions or forced favourable reactions.
Take it, accept it ............  11
Take some notice, make use of it, do what they s a y  11
Think about it, evaluate it, see if justified.........  6
Listen  ..........    5
Defer to it, give way to it ........................... __2
22
Have to listen, do it, accept it, must agree .......... .11
Don’t mind, don’t resent it, not upset...............  2
Defensive Rebuttal, defence, aggression, explanation.
Explain, defend, justify self, try to prove case, etc. . . 11
Argue, answer b a c k ......      6
Respectful answer .....     ^
Say nothing^ say little.
Be quiet, subdued, not worth arguing, don’t answer ....  b
Have to be polite, tread warily, difficult to answer ... 4
Be humble, agree, action to suit career best .............5
Try to keep on friendly terms  ....................  2
Position influences behaviour ........   1
Ask superior for advice as he expects to be asked..... __1
IZ
Other remarks.
Position as such does not influence m e ........    5
Superior usually more experienced, so influenced.......  4
Depends if respect h i m ................................ 5
Depends on how high in authority ne is ................  2
-1 éO—
In this situation, the objective relation between critic and 
recipient is very important and results in certain types of 
response not often found elsewhere. The subjective relationship 
the recipient’s opinion of his superior, is also important.
There is, as usual, less resentment if the superior is liked or 
respected. If the recipient thinxs tne superior has more 
knowledge or ability, he reacts to him more as an expert and is 
more influenced. But if he thinks he is ignorant, although in 
a superior position, he is likely to resent it even more than 
if it is an ordinary layman criticising. The recipient’s opin­
ion of the critic will probably affect his inner feelings rather 
than his outward reactions which are mainly governed by the 
objective relationship. The following examples show the 
influence of the subjective relationship:
"It depends on my own personal opinion of the person 
concerned. If I respect them and the criticism is fair, 
then I would take a lot of notice of it. But if it’s i 
from others I’m not fond of I tend to get up in arms and 
say I’ll take no notice."
"If it’s from someone in a superior position the criticism 
is probably worth something. I ’d take into account how 
well they knew me and how expert they were and how quick 
on the uptake. If I had a high respect for their 
intelligence I’d take it more."
Other factors are also of some importance. 1b subjects 
react differently according to whether tney think the criticism 
is justified or not. The usual tendency is to regard justified 
criticism more favourably but tnere are a few exceptions. The 
critic’s manner, intentions, and the topic of the criticism
were mentioned a few times*
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When a superior criticises, the outward reaction is usually 
influenced by the fact that he has power over the recipient.
There is often a great difference between inner attitude and 
outward reactioh and this causes much resentment. But there is 
some indication that at times, criticism from a superior is 
taken quite well, without the tension and resentment noted in 
many other cases. The following are illustrations of this 
more favourable attitude:
"I would listen to the foreman or a superior, as he 
usually knows better*"
"If I feel the criticism is justified I don’t mind at all."
"If it’s given objectively you listen and try to make use 
of it."
But the favourable reactions are rather half-hearted and there 
is far less willingness to accept and use the criticism than 
when the critic is an expert.
Many subjects realise they cannot speak freely to a 
superior, and they stress the need to be deferent. The typical 
response is to be quiet and take the criticism, often even if 
it is thought to be unjustified. The following reactions occur 
not because of what the person feels, but because the situation 
demands it :
"Generally I take a very poor view of it and don’t take 
it gladly at all. This is my attitude but my action 
is according to what suits my career best."
"Mostly it is just forced upon you and you have ho 
choice about it. You have to listen but I wouldn t 
unless I had to. I don’t like it."
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"Well, one’s reaction is tempered by the fact that it’s 
your bread and butter so it’s not worth arguing. It’s 
ignoble, but it’s not worth sticking up for yourself 
unless you’ve really got a cause."
"I’d have to be polite obviously - well, not obviously, 
but I would be. But I’d probably say things benind their 
backs. I might do what they said because I might get 
into trouble, but not because I respected what they told 
me. "
This last subject uses a substitute reaction of telling others 
instead of overt aggression. The feeling that one cannot 
answer a superior causes much frustration, anger and resentment, 
and is the main reason why this criticism is disliked. Subjects 
often described very hostile feelings. Some of the actual 
epithets used by subjects to describe their opinions of the 
superior are evidence of great anger: "bloody fool", "lower
animal", "absolute oaf". Others feel the superior does not 
understand or that it is no use trying to make him understand. 
Such vivid responses confirm the impression that the interview 
tapped some of the actual experiences of the subjects. Other 
examples of non-overt aggression can be given:
"I resent criticism most strongly from my employer."
"I have the feeling that he doesn’t understand. I feel 
I’m correct and he’s wrong but it’s no use trying to 
make him understand. I usually think of him as a lower 
animal. I can’t answer back. There’s no purpose in 
doing so."
Many subjects said they were not influenced by the 
criticism or disagreed with it, but again this applies rather 
to inner beliefs than outward action. Looking down on the 
criticism might be an unconscious effort to equalise the 
relationship. A person might feel he is superior in ability
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although the critic has the superior position. This provides 
an outlet for the aggression which tends to follow frustration 
due to enforced submission.
Other subjects, instead of feeling primarily angry, feel 
flustered, embarrassed, nervous or upset. These subjects tend 
to have a strong consciousness of the status difference between 
the critic and themselves and they may be upset or nervous 
through fear of losing their jobs. This type of reaction is 
fairly common in this situation, e.g.:
"If it’s work and from an employer, it generally makes me 
rather nervous as I’m very anxious to retain my position."
"You feel a trifle dampened especially at the time the 
criticism is being given."
But some subjects who are not so overawed in this situation 
do not keep quiet. Sometimes they are determined not to be 
overawed. They say they justify their actions, explain, or 
defend themselves. Most of these are still not overtly aggressive 
but are more self-assertive than saying nothing, e.g.:
"You can’t usually answer back, but if I can justify my 
actions, I will."
"If I’m right I might explain my position very tactfully."
"Î put my own poiht of view. I wouldn’t just take, ’It’s 
absolutely no good’."
Overt aggression is unusual, but 6 subjects are more aggressive, 
e.g. :
"I would generally answer back. I would not be tongue- 
tied merely because he’s in a superior position. I’m 
never tongue-tied."
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"I don’t mind at all. 1 speak up and consider myself on 
the same level. I accept the criticism but am also 
prepared to criticise myself. I’m not shutting up because 
he is in a higher position."
(ii) Conclusions on reactions to critics in superior positions.
When someone in a superior position criticises a subordinate, 
the latter’s overt reaction must usually be limited. He cannot 
usually say what he thinks if he wants to keep his job or remain 
on good terms v/ith his superior. So, most subjects said they 
keep quiet or only attempt a half-hearted explanation. But 
tnere are a few exceptions where a more aggressive response is 
made. People in this situation often feel they have to do as 
the critic says. Because they often disagree with him, there 
is much frustration and resentment, and some of the hostility 
felt against the superior is due to tnis frustrating element.
More personal hostility against the critic was found than against 
an expert or layman. But sometimes this tension is not present, 
especially when the recipient thinks highly of the superior or 
regards him as an expert.
However, there is often hostility because of the inability 
to react overtly as one would wish. This feeling also came out 
clearly in the results of Projection Test A (Chapter VII, 2), 
where the critic is the recipient’s boss. Many subjects had 
aggressive thoughts concerning the boss, but very little 
aggression was evident in what they said or did.
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5* Responses v\hen the critic is in an inferior position.
(i) Results.
Subjects were asked how they reacted to criticism from 
someone in an inferior position to their own. Only 52 subjects 
spoke about this as the others interviewed were either not asked 
or could not answer, saying they had never encountered the 
situati on.
TABLE XXI on next page.
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TABLE XXL. REACTIONS WHEN THE CRITIC IS IN AN INFERIOR POSITION.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile, dislike it, etc•
Offended, annoyed, makes me bad-tempered .................  8
Hostile thoughts ........................................  2
Dislike it .......    1
11
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced, don’t act on it, etc. 
Ignore it, take no notice, don’t change, not influenced . . 1 2
Think they are naive, think I know more, amused.......... _6
18
Emotionally disturbed.
upset ......        1
Ashamed of myself  .........     1_ I
2
Favourable Reactions, Taxe notice, like it, etc.
Think about it, consider it, see if it is justified .....  12
Listen, take some notice ...............................  11
Take it, take it well, indulgent, etc.  ....      10
May be of value, may be helpful ...................  4
Follow it, do something about it .............     2
More likely to believe it ...............................  1
Take it more honestly than from superior ............   1
Respect the person.................... .............. 1
Glad ....................................................  J l
kl
Don’t mind, not annoyed, don’t object, not upset ........  Z
Defensive Rebuttal.
Put own view, answer, explain, justify s e lf .............. 5
Squash them, tell them to go to hell, be rude  .......  2
Try to make them understand, act as teacher .............  2
Correct them ».............     - 2
12
Say nothing. Tried to explain but gave it up ............  1
Other comments.
Depends on whether it is justified ......................  o
Depends on type of criticism given ......................  5
Depends on way it is put ..........      4
Depends on whether expert, on opinion of critic ..........  8
They generally have less knowledge  ......  2
Not influenced by position of critic ....................  2
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Again the main factor in the situation is the objective 
relationship, the status difference between critic and recipient, 
but this time the latter is in the more basically favourable 
position even though he is being criticised. As some subjects 
point out, criticism from an inferior is not likely to come 
often or be very strongly worded:
"One tries in pointing something out to a superior not to 
make it seem like criticism. It isn’t criticism, just 
something you’ve come across and have been wondering 
about. "
Trie recipient has nothing to fear as far as his job is concerned 
so can usually answer as he wishes. All this makes for a far 
less emotional situation. Overt responses correspond to inner 
feelings far more than with criticism from a superior.
Again, in this situation, otner factors are important, for 
example whether the critic knows as much as the recipient or not. 
The general tendency is to assume that someone in an inferior 
position knows less, but some subjects say he might have more 
knowledge in a particular field. There seems to be a general 
feeling that if one is going to take criticism from an inferior, 
it must be justified, make a good point, be constructive and 
nicely put, and all these are mentioned by some subjects.
There is very little evidence of an unfavourable emotional 
reactionnin this situation. If the recipient wants to make an 
overt response there is nothing to stop him and so there is 
little frustration and correspondingly little annoyance. A few 
subjects say they are annoyed or offended but mainly because
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someone in an inferior position is presumptuous enough to 
criticise. Sometimes the annoyance is caused by other factors 
in the situation. The following are examples of unfavourable 
reactions.
“I’d think, ’Damned impudence’.”
"If it’s from an inferior it annoys me intensely.”
”I just get bad-tempered and think he does not know wnat
he’s saying, or else I affect not to notice,”
Several subjects say they ignore tne criticism or are not
influenced by it, usually because they consider someone with an
inferior position probably knows less, although this feeling was
not so evident when criticism from a superior was being discussed.
In this situation people are free to ignore the criticism and
often do so, e.g.:
”I would just be amused and ignore it.”
”I don’t usually take any notice - I just go on in my own
way • ”
But about the same number of subjects say they take some 
notice of the criticism, or at least listen to it. Although 
there is usually a barrier to be overcome, these people feel the 
criticism might be of value even though the critic is in an
inferior position. If the criticism is accepted, it is because
the criticism itself is thought to be good or because the critic :
is respected, and not because there is any coercion. The
following are examples of favourable reactions:
”If it was a good idea I would take some notice of it.”
”If it’s sensible criticism I might follow it out. I 
wouldn’t be annoyed.”
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“Even if a person is in an inferior position he may still 
he superior in other respects and I’d take that into 
account. It would depend to a large extent wnether I limed 
them or not.”
There is no wholehearted acceptance of an inferior’s criticism.
But when other factors in the situation are favourable, many 
people seem willing to listen and take some notice of what the 
inferior says.
Subjects do not often mention their overt reactions, as
there is nothing of particular relevance to this situation,
mention making an overt response ranging from aggressive answer
to the more usual reaction of a fairly unemotional explanation.
There is no urge to keep quiet in this situation, as with an
expert or superior. Nor does there seem to be a strong desire
to tsach as was often experienced when the critic was a layman.
The following are illustrations of overt reactions :
”I would put forward my own view, more in an advisory 
capacity.”
. ”I try to make them see my point of view but I give them 
a chance to put their own view.”
(ii) Conclusion on reactions tp_ criticism Jfrom someone in an 
inferior position
Thus, generally, criticism from someone in an inferior 
position is not taken very seriously. Subjects sometimes 
admitted that it may be of use and sometimes the recipients lister 
to it, but in many other cases it is ignored. This is not an 
emotional situation for the recipient, the critic is in an 
inferior position and is not likely to be aggressive. The 
recipient is probably able to be aggressive to the critic without
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suffering for it. But only a few subjects show signs of 
annoyance or aggression. Much more aggression is felt when a 
superior criticises and the recipient is far less secure.
6. Responses when the critic is on tne same level.
(i) Results.
No questions were asked, in the interview concerning 
reactions to criticism from someone one the same level as the 
recipient, since it was not considered, that these reactions 
would differ enough from reactions in other situations studied 
to make it worthwhile investigating it separately. But 16 
subjects mentioned it spontaneously and their reactions are 
noted in Table XXII. It is usually implied that the critic 
has a similar amount of knowledge on the topic as the recipient.
TABLE XXII on next page.
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TABLE XXII. REACTIONS M E N  CRITIC IS ON SAMS LEVEL AS ONESELF.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT. ■
Unfavourable Reactions, hostile.
Don’t like it 77777777. .7....../.....................  2
Annoyed, cross ........ .............................. 2
i
Unfavourable Reactions, not influenced.
Don’t take any notice ...............................  J
Don’t accept it ................ ..................... 2
Don’t carry out their suggestions ...................  1
Peel I’m right  .................................
I
Emotionally disturbed.
Get a great shock............ .......................
Favourable Reactions
Take notice of it, pay attention to it, take it .....  5
Use it, act on it ............... .................... 2
Find it interesting ............................ . 1
Important to me ............................ ......... 1
It’s all right ......................................
10
Defensive Rebuttal.
Argue      • 2
Try to persuade them I’m right ................ . 2
ik
Say little. _
Hedge ...............................................  i
No généralisât ions can he made from these results as they
were given by too few subjects. No noticeable tendency either
to accept or reject this criticism is seen. As with criticism
from an inferior, there is no need to make an overt show of
accepting the criticism. The following are examples of
favourable reactions:
From a student of architecture:
”If it was from a fellow-student I acceptait. In 
something like architecture you really want criticism."
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”I act on it when it’s from a tutor or even v/hen itls 
from another student of average or more ability."
The reason for these reactions is probably the attitude of the
recipient towards criticism and other students do not show the
same willingness to listen to their fellows, but have unfavourable
reactions, e.g.:
"Usually I don’t like it as I’m not so sure the person 
criticising is better informed than I on the suoject."
"If it was by my contemporary I might be cross and I just 
would not listen."
As far as can be judged, it would seem that people are more
likely to answer an equal than to keep quiet. This seems true
to life as there is probably more discussion between equals than
between superiors and inferiors. The following is an example of
an overt response:
"I don’t always accept it. I often try to persuade them 
I’m right. I tell them what I think and don’t carry out 
their suggestions."
(ii) Conclusion on reactions to criticism from someone on tne 
same level.
Little can be said about responses to criticism from an 
equal, but the situation does not aeegi to include any outstanding 
factor making for one type of reaction. In this situation, 
reactions are probably greatly influenced by other factors and 
the recipient’s personality. The latter’s attitude to the 
situation is very important, for example, whether he thinks he 
can benefit from this type of criticism or not, and also his 
opinion of the critic.
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Responses when the critic is a member of the family.
(i) Results.
In this situation, close, emotionally tinged relationships 
within the family affect both the criticism and reaction. All 
80 subjects spoke about family criticism. They were asked,
"How do you take criticism from the different members of your 
family?" Some subjects spoke generally on their reactions and 
others mention specific members of the family.
Table XXIII contains all responses given by subjects about 
their reactions to criticism from any member of the family. 
Reactions to the individual members of the family are given in 
Table XXIV. The emphasis has been on criticism from the
5
immediate family, parents, siblings, husband or wife. But 
where reference has been made to more distant members of the 
family, this has been noted.
TABLE XXIII on next page.
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TA3LB XXIII. RBACTIüNS \YHEM CRITIC IS A IvIBMBBR OP THB FAt/IILY.
, RESPONSE. NO. OP SUBJBOT£
GIVINO IT.
Unfavourable Reactions. Hostile, dislike it. etc.
Resent it ..........7.      i g
Annoyed, cross, infuriated, livid, indignant, etc......... 18
Don’t take it calmly, find it wearing, hard to take ......
Emotional, lose temper, intense inter-family feeling 12
Don’t like it, loathe it, object to it ................  11
Hostile thoughts, loathe critic, dislike critic ...........  5
Don’t find it useful  ......... .........................  1
Want to leave home ...................    i
13.
Unfavourable Reactions, hot influenced, don’t act on it.
Take no notice, ignore it, don’t listen  ..... 22
Disagree, automatically disagree, anti-suggestive  .......  1^
Not influenced.......................     12
Don’t take it seriously, think it is silly  ...............  5
Don’t take it at first, at once, immediately .........   if
Feel superior, feel I know more, feel I know as much ..... ^
Forget it .............................     1
Don’t act on it ........          1
ü
Emotionally disturbed.
Hurt, upset, depressed, worried ........................   1b
Hurts most ................    5
Feel personally insulted ................................. ^
Ashamed, self-loathing......   _2
2ifc
Favourable Reactions, Influenced, like it, etc.
Take it, accept it ....................................... 2b
Listen, pay attention, take some notice .................. 24
Act on it, try to do something about it .................. 15
Feel it’s right, agree, agree secretly  ....   14
Influenced, affected, take it seriously, it matters ......  12
Respect their judgements, think they know you............ 11
Consider it, think about it, weigh if up ................. 10
Delayed reaction effect, accept it later, listen later .... 9
Ask for it, ask for further details ...................... o
Like it, find it useful, O.K., all right, etc............. 5
Think it’s well-meant ................................... — 3
131
Don’t mind, not hurt, not resentful, used to it, etc. ..... 2_b 
Defensive Rebuttal.
Argue, answer'back, fight back, snap back ................ 19
Tell them their faults, be aggressive, rude .............. 10
Explain, discuss, defend, tell them I’m right ............ o |
Vi/hen on friends defend them.............................. ^
Tell lies, refute it because of way it is given.......... 2
Make excuses .............................................._JL
kk
Table continues .............
-175-
Saying nothing, outwardly agreeing.
Keep quiet, don^t argue, say notning ..................... ^
Agree outwardly, play up to them, let her think I’m taking
it, try to keep on friendly terms ........................ 6
Can’t he bothered to explain ............................. j
10
Conditions.
Depends on the topic of the criticism............  all subjects
Way put matters .........     22
Depends if it is justified......     I9
TAbLE XXIV. REACTIONS TO DIFFERENT WIBmBERS OF FAuZLY. 
CRITIC REACTIONS
Unfavour­
able. ^
Emotionalj
1
^Favourable
L___.....
^Defence , 
[etc.
Saying noth­
ing, agree.
i
Parents. 1.4 _
!
4
j—
. _ 11 i 9
Mother. 16
I
9 ; . 33 1 3 2
Father. 12 1 I 22
i
, 4
1
2
Brothers or 
sisters. j: 23 1_____ ,7._.18 : 6
Husband, wif^ 
or fiancé.
-
1
[
11 L 2
More distant 
family. . . . A 3. .  ... 2 é
i
! 2 5 .
SUBJECTS’ COMPARISONS ON REACTIONS TO DIFFSREIniT MEMBERS OF THE 
FAI'ilLY.
------ AixSWER. NO. OF SUBJECT
GIVING IT.
Take it worst from mother ............................. 5
Better from father than mother, listen more to father b
Hurts more from father than mother ..................... 1
Take it better from mother than father ................. 5
Take it more from brother or sister than parents ........ 2
Take it best from sister ........... ............. ..... 1
Take it best from husband..... ... .............. ..... 2
Take it more from mother than brother ..................  1
Take it better from female members of family than male .. 1
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Family criticism often evokes emotionally toned reactions, 
and there are many unfavourable responses as well as favourable 
ones. The importance of the subjective relationship cannot be 
overemphasised, but, as always, no one factor is the sole 
determinant of the response. Every subject said ne reacted 
differently according to the topic of the criticism. The family 
tend to criticise on topics that other people seldom mention, 
such as personality, certain aspects of behaviour and appearance. 
People are often sensitive on these intimate topics and do not 
like being criticised on tnem. The family also criticises on 
ordinary matters of day-to-day behaviour that other people do 
not know about.
According to the topic, the critic and recipient are in 
different relationships. A member of the family criticising may 
be regarded as a layman if he is criticising work, or in other 
cases may be regarded as an expert. If he criticises the
recipient’s friends, he may be regarded as a member of the out­
group, if another member of the family is criticised, the critic 
and recipient belong to the same in-group. The follov/ing are 
examples of different reactions according to the topic of the 
criticism:
"From my mother I’ll take it on anything objective but I 
resent criticism of my character. From my brother and 
sister-in-law I take it on things like clothes but not
on character and not on principles and ideals."
"I only listen to my mother’s opinion on matters of 
etiquette, social tnings. I accept criticism from my 
motner in that field but in no other. My father - I value
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his opinion, hut with limitations, not in any field that 
requires action."
The critic’s manner is anotner important aspect of the 
situation, as people often criticise their relatives orusquely 
and frequently, and this causes unfavourable reactions, e.g.:
"My acceptance of criticism depends on .... the way it’s 
given and criticism in the family is often just thrown 
out and one reacts in self-defence. If it was given in 
another way one would listen. As it is, one might accept 
it later, but at the time one refutes it because of the 
way it’s given."
"If the criticism is constant - it is usually from the 
family - if it is constant what happens is that a form of 
inner resistance is built up until one day you realise 
it’s right, not because of the criticism but because of 
yourself."
5 subjects feel family criticism is well meant and so they 
listen to it. 1 g subjects are affected by the justness of the
I
criticism and, as usual, criticism is preferred and more notice 
is taken of it, if it is thought to be justified. Some subjects 
feel that their family know them so well it must be justified. 
Subjects are also influenced by their opinion of the critic. As 
usual, if they respect him, they are more likely to listen.
There is often tension between members of the family and this is
carried over to the criticism situation. Tne criticism itself 
may arise because of tnis tension and tnis may be recognised by 
the r-^cipient. Tension may also affect the reaction, e.g.:
"From my father - I don’t greatly admire his whole 
temperament, he is abrupt, not considerate to otners, and
because of that I get annoyed, not specifically because
of the criticism. Criticism is always worse from parents, 
I don’t know why, unless there is a perfect relationship. 
Relationships in my case have not been absolutely 
resolved."
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Constant criticism can worsen an already bad relationship, e.g.:
"My father was always very critical of my appearance, 
behaviour, etc. So I loathed my father like poison."
Family criticism often evokes unfavourable reactions and 
annoyance or resentment is often accompanied by a reaction of 
not being influenced by tne criticism. The following are 
examples of unfavourable reactions and typical situations in 
wnich they occur:
"It is always difficult to accept criticism from one’s 
family. My immediate reaction is an equal and opposite 
one. This applies to all three members of my immediate
family, my father, mother and brother."
"I react very strongly against them. I feel like I should 
get out and leave them siltogether. "
"I take less notice of it than from an outsider, as they
criticise so often it becomes a commonplace."
"I usually feel I’ve had more experience than my family, 
so I don’t take any notice."
There is sometimes a tendency to ignore family criticism at the
time but be influenced by it later, when the recipient feels less
emotional and realises it is of some value.
Other subjects are emotionally disturbed, hurt, depressed, 
upset or worried by family criticism. There is usually, in 
these cases, a better relationship than when aggressive reactions 
occur. The following are examples of being emotionally 
disturbed:
"I feel it strongly and am somewhat hurt by it if it’s 
really strong criticism. If I thought it was on anything 
that really mattered. I’d ask about it further."
"From my mother it would hurt quite a lot."
About the same number of subjects gave favourable reactions 
as unfavourable.
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Some show little positive appreciation of the criticism hut 
just say they do not mind it, feel no hostility and similar
responses. Some are influenced by it, to others it is so
unimportant that they take little notice of it. Examples of 
both these reactions can be given:
"I listen to it and have no resentment."
"I argue and don’t just accept it. But I don’t mind it 
and I never resent it."
Others have a more positively favourable attitude to family 
criticism. Many subjects are influenced by it or at least pay 
some attention to it. Sometimes the recipient thinks the critic 
is in a good position to judge and therefore, is entitled to
make criticism which will probably be justified and valuable.
Usually, when the reaction is favourable there is a good relation­
ship within the family. Among typical situations where 
favourable reactions occur are the following:
"Criticism from my father I think of as good advice and 
generally take it."
"I take it as kindly criticism and listen to them. They 
don’t do it from jealous motives and it is always meant 
to be kindly so I accept it. Tf they’re right I carry 
it out."
"From my husband it is easiest to take. I try and discuss 
it. I usually take quite a lot of notice. I try to 
encourage criticism from him. I like it and feel it is 
better. I don’t want to have a husband who never thinks 
about me. It helps me to improve to discuss anything."
Subjects often said they tookcriticism better from their
husbands or wives than from tne rest of the family. There was
an obviously good relation which helps to cause favourable
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reactlons.
Therefore, for different reasons, many subjects take 
criticism from the family, are influenced by it and perhaps act 
on it. But there is not the same immediate acceptance as was 
seen with an expert criticising. Only two subjects say they 
like family criticism or find it useful, a common reaction to 
criticism from the expert.
As far as overt reactions are concerned, there is a common 
feeling among these subjects that one can answer the family 
openly, with varying degrees of aggression. More subjects argue, 
defend themselves or answer aggressively than say they keep quiet, 
but a few do say they keep quiet, agree outwardly or similar 
reactions, often because they do not wish to worsen a already 
bad relationship, e.^.:
"If it is from my father, who ought to know better - he 
always feels he is right - I remember he criticised my 
thesis, I just bit my teeth."
"I disagree with my family over religion but now just don’t 
argue about it any more."
"In all cases I don’t rudely answer back. I usually agree 
with them vocally but don’t bother about what they say 
and have no intention of being affected by the criticism 
and close my mind to it."
But it is more usual in the democratic type of family, to answer
the criticism. The emotional tension and aggression felt is often
expressed by the recipient. In other cases, there is less
aggression felt and expressed and the answer is a fairly calm
defence or explanation. The following are some of the dif±erent
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overt responses made to family criticism:
"To them (the family) I wouldn’t be so careful about my 
manners. I would probably be rude."
"With mother and father usually I defend myself and explain 
why I’m doing what I am."
"I would probably argue a lot if there was a difference of 
opinion."
On personality:
"It would depend on whom it came from. If it was from the 
family I would be bad-tempered and tell them their faults, 
which would not help matters at all."
Although no questions were specifically asked on it, subjects 
often said how they reacted to the different members of the family 
(see Table XXIV). 20 subjects said how they reacted to criticism
from their parents. Unfavourable and favourable reactions were 
equally frequent and 9 subjects said they made an overt response. 
39 subjects said how they took criticism from their mother.
There were more favourable than unfavourable responses and it 
seemeé to be better received than coming from both parents.
But there was more hostility to mothers than in any other single 
relationship. 33 subjects described reactions to their father’s 
criticism. Again favourable reactions outnumber unfavourable, 
but again there are some examples of very bad relationships, 
é subjects say they respecT; their father’s opinion or value his 
judgement# There seems to be more admiration of father than 
mother and this affects the reception of the criticism. But 
some feel the mother Knows one better than the father does.
26 subjects say how they react to criticism from their 
brothers and sisters. There are more unfavourable than favour­
able reactions, and generally this criticism is not received as
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well as that of parents. But there are exceptions and some 
subjects prefer the criticism of their siblings, as they respect 
their ideas which are closer to their own. Others feel their 
siblings are no wiser than they are and there is no reason why 
they should listen to them. Only 6 subjects describe the way 
they take criticism from their husbands, wives or fiances. This 
sort of criticism seems to be generally well received. 16 
subjects say how they take criticism from other members of the 
family, and generally this is disliked.
Some subjects compared their reactions to criticism from 
different members of the family. As can be seen in Table XXIV, 
different subjects prefer it from different critics. Reasons 
given for taking criticism from one member of the family rather 
than another are varied. For example, one subject says she has 
a better relationship with her brother than with her parents. 
When questioned about the way she takes criticism from her 
parents she says:
"If it is my mother or father I automatically disagree 
with it. If it is my brother I think about it. I always 
resent it from my parents."
The critic’s manner is also important, and manners of different
critics make for different reactions, e.g.:
"I accept it more easily from my father as ne is more 
factful about it. My mother says, ’You mustn’t do this’. 
My father says, ’Wouldn’t it be a good thing if ...’ I 
also listen more to my father because he doesn’t say so 
much - he leaves me alone more than mother."
In other cases subjects feel that criticism from one member of
the family is usually more justified tnan from another, e.g.:
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"I resent my brother’s criticism more than my mother&s 
as I feel that my mother knows me better. She would be 
more justified in her criticism of me."
(ii) Conclusions on reactions to criticism from the family.
Criticism within the family is a situation which tends to 
provoke much emotion, though the criticism is sometimes taken 
well. Among the reasons for an emotional response are the 
emotional relationships of tne two people concerned, the fact 
that family criticism tends to come on topics not mentioned by 
other people and tnat it comes often and brusquely. So, as 
could be expected, many unfavourable reactions to family criticisi 
were found in the interview material. This is also true of the 
results to Projection Tests 0 and D, (Chapter VII, 6 and /) in 
which subjects had to name the critic and often put members of 
the family.
In tne interview material much overt and non-overt 
aggression is evident. Most of the subjects seem to feel free 
to answer the criticism, some more aggressively than others.
Many say they are not influenced by the criticism, sometimes 
because of the criticism itself, and sometimes as an aggressive 
reaction. In some cases there is resentment because the topic 
is mentioned at all.
Many subjects are hurt, depressed or have similar reactions 
showing that this criticism is important to them. This is also 
illustrated by the strong aggressive or rejecting responses as 
these do not occur in an unimportant situation.
But there is not always tension in this situation and many
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subjects can take this sort of criticism well, react calmly and 
profit by it. This is more likely to happen if there is a 
happy emotional relationship between critic and recipient.
There is slightly more willingness shown to take criticism 
from father than from mother, but this is probably an individual 
matter depending on the subjective relationship within each 
family. In the average family, the motner probaoly criticises 
the child more than the father, since the child is with her more, 
and this may affect the adult’s reaction to criticism from his 
mother and father, no differences were found in this respect 
between male and female subjects.
Generally, then, the better the emotional relationship 
within the family, the more favourable will be the response to 
the criticism.
8. Response to criticism from friends.
(i) Results.
78 subjects spoke about their reactions to criticism from 
their friends. This situation is in many ways similar to criti­
cism from the family. In both cases the criticism may be on 
intimate topics which are not mentioned by other people. In 
both cases the criticism takes place in a social situation, not 
usually at work. Another point of similarity is that, as with 
family, the criticism is often felt to be well-meant.
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TABLB XXV. REACTIONS WHEN THE CRITIC IS A FRIEND.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING' FT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostlle.
Annoyed, irritated, resent it7 object to it ..........  13
Don’t like it  ......    9
Hostile thoughts .................    2
iSUnfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Take no notice, don^t listen, don’'t take it ..........  10
Don’t act on it, don’t do anything about it ..........  2
Don’t consider it at the time ........................ 1
Later think they’re wrong................. ..........  1
14
Emotionally disturbed.
Upset, hurt  ................................... 0
Feel it strongly, feel uncomfortable ...........    6
Annoyed with self..................................... 1
Lowers my self-confidence ............................ 1
Hurts most ..........      i
Surprised..................    1
n
Favourable Reactions.
Listen, pay attention to it, take notice of it .......  28
Take it, accept it ................................... 16
Act on it, do something about it, alter...............  16
Important to me, take it to heart, influenced........ 10
Think it over, think about it, think if it is just .... 8
Appreciate it, pleased, enjoy it, would like more .... 6
Agree, feel they know me, feel they may be right ..... 6
Find it helpful, useful, valuable  ............. 5
Ask for it, only ask friends ......................... 5
Treat each case on its merits  ......................  3
Listen Tnost, t ake it best fro m friends ............... 2
React more honestly, more openly ......    2
Prefer to be told than that they should just think it . 1
Ask about it further .................................  1
109
Don’t mind, don’t object, don’t resent it, not hurt, __
not worried......   2^
Defensive Rebuttal.
Protest, defend self, show own v i e w .................. b
Lose temper, be aggressive ........................... 5
Argue........       4
Retaliate, answer back ............................... 4
When on other friends, defend t hem................... 3
Deny it .............................................. ^
Try to be logical .....................................^1
Say notning, join in, don’t bother to answer  ........ 2
Table continues .....................
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TAB LE XXV continued.
Other remarks and conditions.
Depends on how good a friend it is  ......   33
Depends on whether it is justified or not ...............  13
Depends if like or respect the critic ................... 8
Depends on the way it is put ..............      6
Depends on the way it is meant............................ 6
Generally, when the critic is a friend, there are more favourable
reactions than unfavourable and the situation seems to be less
emotionally disturbing than when the critic is a member of the
family. A reaction is determined by the past relationship of
the two people concerned as well as the present situation and i
this is one of the reasons why criticism from friends is so
often easier to take.
8 people mention specifically that they are more influenced
I
when they like or respect the critic. The emotional relation 
between critic and recipient is very important. The word 
’friend’ is open to many interpretations, from a mere acquaint­
ance to someone on a very intimate level, and 33 subjects said 
that the degree of friendship affected their reactions. Gomments: 
on intimate topics such as personality and some aspects of 
behaviour and appearance will only be tolerated from good 
friends. The closeness of the friend who is criticising is 
important when the topic of the criticism is another friend.
There is less antagonism when the critic is a closer friend than 
the one being discussed.
The general tendency is to take criticism from a good 
friend rather well, as people are more likely to react well Wien 
they have a good relationship with the critic. Also, people 
often have friends whose opinions are similar to their own and
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therefore the criticism is often thought to be justified. The 
following are examples of favourable reactions to the criticism 
of good friends:
"It depends a lot on the person criticising. If a person 
who doesn’t mean mucn to me criticises me, I disregard 
it altogether. If it’s my close friends - girl friends 
and certain members of the family, I should listen more."
"It depends how well you know them. If it’s very good 
friends I don’t mind, if it’s acquaintances I am more 
annoyed."
i
Many subjects show they can take criticism from friends witnout 
undue emotion, e.g.:
"I don’t mind and I never resent it."
"From friends I accept it as a form of help and so I 
wouldn’t resent it."
Others are more emphatic and really seem to like this sort of
criticism, e.g.:
"I listen if the person is really my friend and is doing 
it to help me. Then I appreciate it and feel they’re
helping me .... I like criticism and would like more of
it. A friend is someone who is not afraid of losing you 
as a friend because he criticises.
Many subjects pay attention to the criticism of friends and are
often influenced by it, and act on it, e.g.:
"I may not show it, but it does have quite an effect even 
from people v/ho are not very close friends."
"On the whole I take quite a bit of notice of it 
particularly if I’ve asked for it, as I often do."
However, there are many unfavourable reactions even when 
the critic is a friend. People say they are annoyed, resentful 
and similar responses. Very often, in these cases, there is 
some other factor in the situation which the subjects dislike
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OP else the subject takes all criticism badly. Others may feel
that a particular friend criticises too much, or they object to
a topic being mentioned. The following are examples of
unfavourable reactions:
"I don’t like criticism and I don’t like my friends 
criticising me."
This subject seems to dislike all criticism including that from 
friends.
"I have a friend who says my taste in art and music is 
adolescent and this annoys me very much.
People of this age a very sensitive to being called immature
and in this case the annoyance is probably due mainly to this
and not particularly because the critic is a friend.
"Once or twice I thought it was given in an offensive 
manner and then I was irritated."
Here the main cause of resentment seems to be the critic’s
manner.
Other subjects react emotionally by being hurt or upset,
or. say they feel it strongly, feel uncomfortable or that it
lowers their self-confidence. Some are hurt because it is a
friend criticising, and others because of the nature of the
topic mentioned, or perhaps because they feel it is justified.
Examples can be given of being hurt or upset :
"It usually upsets me as I feel they probably know me 
best and I feel tnere must be some justification in the 
criticism."
"I’m upset with criticism from friends. It perturbs me." 
Other subjects say they do not take or act on the criticism
or have other negative reactions, but generally criticism from
-1 89-
friends leads to far less hostility than most other criticism. 
This is confirmed by the overt reactions described by subjects. 
There is some indication of overt aggression, but this is a 
situation in which people are fairly free to speak as they wish. 
Unless there is any special reason against it much of the 
aggression felt is expressed. But not much aggression seems to 
be felt. An example can be given of an overt response:
"When it’s from female friends I usually tell them 
they’re catty." .
In anotner situation this person might suppress her hostility.
Other subjects respond overtly v/ith less aggression. The
general tendency seems to be to answer this sort of criticism
but not in a very hostile fashion. People seem to be far more
patient with friends than with family and only one subject says
he cannot be bothered to answer. Some people say they enjoy
discussing things with their friends and a satisfactory rapport
is maintained, e.g.:
"It depends on who the person is. If it’s a close friend 
I don’t feel hurt or upset. It’s just an opportunity for 
a good argument."
"I try to discuss it with them and show my own case and 
make them see the difficulties. If there is any criticism 
left I might or might not do something about it."
"It depends on the actual subject. But I would be more 
open about it with friends than with family - I try if o 
be logical."
This subject said he tended to react to the family emotionally.
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(ii) Differences between reactions when critic is friend of the 
same sex or opposite sex.
In the interview, subjects were not asked specifically 
whether they reacted differently to criticism from friends of 
their own and opposite sex, but I5 subjects referred to this and 
their answers are listed in Table XXVI.
TABLE XXVI. REACTIONS TO FRIENDS OF IHE SAlvIB AND OPPOSITE SEX.
REACTION. NO.OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
From friends of the opposite sex.
Take more notice, has more effect than from same sex ... 4
Act on it ............................................. 3
Think about it, think whether justified........    2
Take it more, listen more than from same s e x ........  2
Take it ............................................... 1
Listen ...............................................
Not deeply disturbed, don t care as much as from same 
s e x ......             2
Upset  ..................       1
Say, ’You’re always criticising me’ ..................   1
From friends of the same sex.
Take it,' listen more than from opposite sex ...........  2
Care more, more upset than from opposite sex ..........  2
Hostile thoughts .....................................   1
There does not seem to be any difference in the reactions of men 
and women. Sometimes members of one sex are listened to more 
because they are considered to be more expert on the topic 
under discussion, for example, in Projection Test C, where tne 
topic of criticism is clothes, men subjects were more influenced
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by women than men critics (Chapter VII, 6). Similar answers
are given in the interviews, e.g.:
From a female subject:
"I tend to think women know more about clothes than men 
so I listen to them more."
From a male subject :
"I react differently to different things. If it’s from 
my female friends on things like social behaviour I take 
more notice than if some bloke says it."
When reactions differ not because of the relative expertness
of the two sexes, but because of the different emotional relat­
ions, the criticism of a member of the opposite sex with whom 
there is a close emotional attachment tends to be more important.
A female subject says:
"I will take criticism from boys even when I don’t respect 
them intellectually as long as I like tnem. From X (last 
boy-friend) I took even unjust criticism, it was often 
completely unjust but I had to see his point of view."
ether subjects admit that 'Che criticism of the opposite sex is 
always more important to them even when there is no close 
emotional tie with the critic. Others say that as one normally 
has more lasting friendships with one’s own sex, criticism from 
this source is more important.
In Projection Tests G and D (Chapter VII, 6 and /), criti­
cism from the opposite sex had more effect than that from the 
same sex. Thus, as far as can be seen, more subjects are more 
influenced by the opposite sex than by members of their own sex. 
^JXi) Conclusions on reactions when the critic_is_a_fr
Generally, reactions to criticism from friends are more 
likely to be favourable than unfavourable. Again the expertness
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of the critic on the topic must be considered. But the topics 
are often the intimate ones of personality, behaviour and 
appearance, and people will often take it from friends. The 
subjective relation between the two people is usually good, 
otherwise the critic is not csilled a 'friend*, but the closeness 
of the friendship is important. Criticism from friends is 
usually felt to be well meant and treated as such. The general 
reaction to criticism of friends is probably better than in any 
other situation except when an expert is criticising on his own 
topic. There was a tendency to listen to the friend and to 
take notice of his criticism and often to act on it. Little 
aggression was evident ana the aggression that was present was 
usually not specifically because the critic was a friend but 
due to some other factor in the situation. In this situation, 
people feel fairly free to say what they feel and if the relation 
between critic and recipient is good enough, a little overt 
aggression will not damage it. As most of the aggression can 
be expressed, not much frustration is experienced. But although 
subjects often defended themselves or otherwise answered the 
criticism, little aggression was expressed as little was felt.
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9# Responses when the critic is a comparative stranger.
No questions were asked in the interview about the way 
people took criticism from strangers but 1if subjects referred to 
it. Responses to criticism about friends when the critic is 
a comparative stranger are not included here. These are dealt 
with under criticism about friends (Chapter V, 6) and under 
criticism from someone outside the group (Section 11). Table 
XXVII contains other responses to criticism from strangers.
TABLE XXVII. REACTIONS WHEN CRITIC IS_ A COMPARATIVE STRANGER.
REACTION NO. OF SUBJECTS
CIVING IT.
Unfavourable reactions.
Annoyed, resent it ................................. 3
Don't like it .....................................  1
Hostile thoughts ................................... 1_
Don t pay much attention........................... 1_
Favourable reactions.
React less sharply, less annoyed, easier to accept .. 3
T ake it ............ ..................... ..... . 1
Follow it if right ................................. 1
&
Defensive rebuttal.
Aggressive overt response .......... -...............  3
Conditions.
Depends if justified  ...... ....................  2
Depends on way meant *......... ............ .......  1
Reactions seem largely an individual matter. Reasons are 
suggested in Section 10, why people will or will not take 
criticism from comparative strangers.
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10. Comparison of responses to family, friends and comparative 
strangers.
A number of subjects compared their reactions to criticism 
from family, friends and acquaintances. Others compared 
reactions to members of the family and outsiders. Every 
subject really compares reactions to family and friends by 
discussing both situations, but unless the subject actually 
makes a comparison himself, their answers have not been noted 
in Table XXVIII. When subjects spoke about their reactions if 
family or friends were criticised, it was common to react more 
favourably if it was anotner friend or member of the family 
who was critic, rather than a comparative stranger. But these 
results will not be dealt with here as they are discussed 
under criticism of friends and family, (Chapter V, 6) and also 
in Section 11 of this chapter.
TABLE XXVIII on next page.
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TABLB XXVIII. COMPARISONS OF RBSPQnSES TO FAvIILY, FRIENDS AND,
STRANGERS.
Take it better from friends or outsiders than family.
Listen more, take more notice of, friends or outsiders
than family .......           6
Better, take it more, from friends than family .........   6
More influenced, take it to heart more from friends .....  2
Outsiders see things more than family, more important .... 2
Take it more easily, less emotional, mind it less, from
friends than family ..................................... 5
More bad-tempered, react more sharply to family than
outsiders ............................................... 3
Resent it more from family than friends  ...............  1
More open with friends than family ...................... 1
More hurt with family than friends  .....     1
Take it better from family than friends or outsiders.
Take it more, believe family more than friends  ......... 3
Tnink about it most with family  ......  1
More annoyed with friends than family ................... 1
More upset with friends than family  .........   1
Worse from strangers.
Mind less when Knov/ people well, more annoyed with
strangers tnan friends ...........     3
Take less, harder to take from strangers than friends .... 2
Take more notice of friends than mere acquaintances ..... 1
Better from strangers.
Accept it less the closer they are, harder to accept from
friends than strangers ....       2
More annoyed with friends than strangers...... ....... . 1
Same from friends and family  .........    4
Thus more people react more favourably to their friends than 
families, than vice versa. The reasons for this are the same 
as the reasons given generally as to why reactions to friends 
were more favourable than to family. The topics on which 
friends and family criticise are broadly the same, but families 
tend to discuss intimate topics on which people are sensitive 
even more than friends. The method of giving criticism is 
often different since families may be more abrupt. Also family 
criticism tends to be repeated constantly, and this causes
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unfavourable reactions. Strangers are usually politerin tneir 
cri ticism.
A point in favour of criticism from family rather than 
friends is that more subjects believe that the motive benind 
family criticism is good. Another point in favour of family 
criticism is that some subjects feel their families know them 
so well that their comments must be justified, e.g.:
"Very close friends are fairly similar to family except 
that I feel my mother especially knows me so well that 
although I might question the criticism, it is always 
right in the end."
The subjective relation of critic and recipient, as has been
noted, is of prime importance. Emotional relations between
friends are often less complicated than between members of a
family and so the reception of criticism is correspondingly
less emotional. With strangers there is even less emotional
entanglement but the recipient is often annoyed for other
reasons. An example of the reception of criticism being
influenced by emotional relationships is seen in the case of
one subject who cannot take criticism from anyone with v/hom he
has a close connection. He describes his reactions to the
family:
"I wouldn't accept it there. I can't accept criticism 
from someone with whom I have a close emotional tie."
When asked what sort of criticism hurts him most, he says:
"Any criticism from my parents - the kind doesn't matter 
much."
When asked about criticism from his friends, he says:
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"It's harder to accept than criticism from strangers but 
I should listen and think it over very carefully,"
This subject is an extreme example of a tendency found in others.
More subjects prefer criticism from friends than strangers 
or acquaintances, mainly because it is considered an interference 
for a comparative stranger to criticise but it is tolerated from 
a friend. This applies especially to topics about which people 
are sensitive.
In conclusion, then, as far as any generalisation can be 
made, criticism from friends seems to evoke the most favourable 
reactions, but in every case other factors also determine the 
response.
11. Responses when the critic is in the out-group.
(i) Results.
The results for this section were obtained mainly from 
subjects’ answers as to how they took criticism about tneir 
families, friends and any other groups or associations with which 
they were connected. Only the answers where the subject makes 
it clear that he is describing his reactions that occurred 
because the critic was not a member of the in-group are included. 
When the topic of criticism is the subject's work or his fellow- 
worxers, if a layman is the critic, he may be regarded as an 
outsider criticising the in-group. Subjects’ answers have been 
included when there is a definite suggest-ion that, as well as
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being regarded as a layman, the critic is considered as someone 
from outside a closed group.
Responses of 49 subjects to criticism given by a person 
outside the group are listed in Table XXIX, irrespective of tne 
type of group being criticised.
TABLE XXIX. REACTIONS WHEN CRITIC IS OUTSIDE THE GROUP.
RESPONSE NO. OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions* Hostile.
Peel personally attacKed, involved, insulted........... 13
Annoyed, resent it, resent it strongly ....     13
Dislike it, hate it, wild, furious, violent  ......... 12
I can do it but no-one else c a n ........................ J
Hostile thoughts ....................................... ^
ho
Unfavourable Reactions, Not i gif lue need.
Think they don*t know, don’t understand ................ é
Don’t take much notice, don’t take it  .......... 5
Emotionally disturbed.
Sensitive to it, most sensitive to it, anticipate it .... 4
Hurt, upset ............................................ 3.z
Favourable reactions.
Agree, admit to myself it’s true ....................... 5
Might take it, accept it, willing to listen, etc........  3
10
Don’t mind.
Don*t mind, not annoyed, not resentful ................. 8
Not personally involved, feel apart from group .........  J±
12
Defensive Rebuttal.
Defend them  ............    28
Argue, be overtly aggressive ........................... 5
Defend them even if justified .......................... 3
Point out better aspects, give one-sided account, etc. .. 3
Make excuses, draw veil across it ...................... 2
Peel it’s my duty to defend them.......   _2
Say nothing, agree if just, don’t bother to explain .... ^
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TABLE XXX. REACTIONS WHEN CRITIC IS IvIEMBER OF IN-GROUP.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Favourable Reactions.
Take it, take more notice, listen.......... .........  5
Agree ...............................      3
8
Don’t mind, not annoyed, not hurt, not involved........ TT
Defensive Rebuttal, discuss it, deny it, argue ......... 3
Say little, openly agree.
Be more frank, more honest, less irrational in defence.. 3
Don’t defend t h e m ...................... ..............  2
Join i n ....................................   1
F
The typical reaction when an outsider criticises the in-group is 
to feel hostile, not to be influenced and to defend the group. 
Other factors are sometimes important but are usually outweighed 
by the fact that the critic is an outsider. But there is some 
difference in reaction according to what is felt about the group, 
the more ego-involved one is about the group, the less willing 
one is to take the criticism. There is more overt and non-overt
hostility when the person feels deeply about the group. There
are no general differences according to the nature of the group, 
only according to what is felt about the group.
Examples can be given of the common dislike of the criticism
in this situation: ,
"I don’t think I like it terribly. If my sister laughs 
at something like the college recorder group it gets 
wearing and you feel a bit unsympathetic and it is a 
bit annoying."
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"I feel very annoyed if people have presumption enough to 
criticise my family. It’s had taste to criticise anyone’s 
family so I feel annoyed although I can criticise them 
myself."
Some people criticise the group themselves hut will not let 
others do it. Otners have hostile thougnts or think the critic 
knows nothing about it or does not understand. This reaction 
was also noted as a response to laymen criticising, and as 
mentioned, this situation often overlaps with criticism from an 
outsider. Other subjects are hurt or upset, or feel personally 
involved, e.g.:
From an artist :
"I feel very hurt when artists are run down but I can 
console'myself thinking it is the civilisation that is 
at fault."
Tnis subject compensates for being hurt by hostile thoughts.
"I feel personally attacked if my family are criticised 
as we stand together as a group."
On other groups, country, religion, etc.:
"I feel personally criticised because you are a member of 
that community and add to it and so it does involve you."
Though the typical reaction to criticism of a group from an 
outsider is usually negative, there were exceptions, some subjects 
saying they did not mind it, and others having even more 
favourable reactions. The main reason why people do not mind 
this sort of criticism or even react favourably to it seems to 
be because they do not care very much about the group in question,
"It doesn’t affect me overmuch. It’s all right to hear 
what people are saying, especially if they don’t know 
you are interested. You can see where they are going 
up the garden path."
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"It amuses me, if any tiling. I don’t get upset at it, not 
now. Possibly I take no notice, thinking ’You don’t 
know much about it, anyway’ and possibly I might joke it 
off."
But where the subject is ego-involved over the group attacked 
the usual response is to make an overt reply to the criticism. 
Only a few subjects say they do not answer and the more usual 
reaction is to defend the group, e.g.:
"It depends who makes it. If someone criticised my 
country and it was a foreigner, I should probably defend 
it quite strongly, but if someone who lived here and had 
a good reason to do it, did it, I should agree."
On friends:
"I tear the critics limb from limb. I consider loyalty 
to my friends an important item in my make-up. Any 
unwarranted criticism has to be defended, and any 
warranted has to come from someone with a right to make 
it."
"If anyone whom I felt had no right to criticise the 
family did, I should feel very annoyed and defend them, 
irrespective of whether I agreed with the criticism or 
not."
Some subjects described how they took criticism from someone 
within the group, and as might be expected, tnese reactions are 
much more favourable. If an overt response is made it is more 
in the nature of a friendly discussion, and the recipient is 
much more likely to listen to the criticism. There is less 
emotion and aggression about it, it is not taken as a personal 
insult and, as two subjects say, the reaction tends to be 
franker and more honest.
(ii) Conclusions on reactions to a member of the out-group.
Thus v/hen criticism of a group is made by someone from 
outside the group, it is not received well. People feel
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aiinoyecL, resentful vr upset ana of oen take it as a personal 
insult. The reaction generally depends on how much is felt 
about the group criticised. The general tendency is to make an 
overt reply to the criticism. Even if it is thought to be just,
excuses or sometimes defences or denials will be made as if the
criticism were not true. If the critic is a member of the group
the situation is quite different and there is neither the
unpleasant emotional tone nor the immediate rush to the defence.
12. The importance of the subjective relationship between 
critic and recipient.
(i) Results.
The importance of the objective status relation between 
critic and recipient has been considered. It has been seen that 
the latter is influenced by the position of the critic, but it 
was noticed that the subjective relation between the two people 
was also important and affected the reaction. Wo questions were 
asked about the influence of the subjective relation but if2 
subjects referred to it and their answers are listed in Table 
XXXI. Subjective relation refers to the recipient’s opinions of 
and sentiments toward the critic. One aspect of tnis is dealt 
with in Chapter VI, 2, where it is seen that the reaction is 
influenced by the recipient’s judgement of the critic’s motives 
for criticising.
-203-
There are many words with slightly different meanings 
which can be imed to express the recipient’s opinion of the 
critic, but for convenience, expressions used by subjects have 
been classified into the following categories:
A. Respecting or admiring the critic (’Respect’in Table XXXI)
B. Liking or being fond of the critic (’Like’ in Table XXXI)
C. Not respecting the critic.
D. Not liking the critic.
TABLEXCXI on next page.
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TABLE XXXI. INFLUENCE OF SUBJECTIVE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CRITIC 
AND RECIPIENT. ' ~
RESPONSE. NO.OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT."
REACTIONS IF RESPECT CRITIC........................... ....
Favourable reactions.
Listen, listen more, take more notice, matters more .... 12
Influenced, feel it might be right, worth thinking about. §
Accept it, take it, accept it more ....................  8
Take it well, don’t resent it, not annoyed  ........  4
Want it, ask for it  ......................... r
Follow it, do something about it .......................  3
Find it interesting, find it helpful ..................  3
Like to agree with someone I respect ..................  1
Ü
Emotionally disturbed.
Perturbed, hurt, upset ................................  3 |
Feel squashed, over humble"  ...................  2 !
5. I
Defensive Rebuttal. I
More defensive when not sure and respects critic ......  1 1
REACTIONS IF DOES NOT RESPECT CRITIC.
Unfavourable reactions
Igncr e it, don’t take much notice, don’t listen........ 8
Hostile thoughts ...... ..............................  1
1
REACTIONS IF LIKE CRITIC.
Favourable reactions.
More effecT, means more, take it more ...................  6
Resent it less .........................................  2
Try to see both sides ................................. . 1
2
Emotionally disturbed.
More hurt, hurt, hurts most ............................  4
Unfavourable reactions.
Harder to take ....................'..................... 1
Defensive Rebuttal
Explain ................................................  9
REACTIONS IF DOES NOT LIRE CRITIC 
Unfavourable reactions, not influenced.
Disregard it, take no notice, not influenced............ 5
Don’t do anything about it .......................... . ^
Hostile, resent it, don’t like it ....................... 2
Emotionally disturbed.
Feel personally insulted ........................... .
Defensive Rebuttal
Answer back ............................................  1
Say little, say nothing.
Say little, receive in silence, give up trying to explain 
-----  ----- --  - --  m  c e m p t  ........ 3___
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It is clear that when the recipient respects the critic, 
his reaction is very much more favourable. He is more likely 
to listen to tne criticism and act on it. He is less resentful 
and feels it is probably justified. It also is more important 
to him, and for this reason 3 subjects say they are more hurt 
or perturbed when they respect the critic.
Examples of the favourable reaction that occurs when the 
recipient respects the critic can be given:
On v/ork; "It largely depends on who it is criticising. If it’.s 
a person I respect and whose views I think are good,
I react well. Otherwise I don’t take any notice of 
what they say."
"If I respect and trust tne person I try to do something 
about it."
"I accept it more from someone whose opinions I respect" 
The person’s acceptance or non-acceptance of tne criticism is 
influenced greatly by his own previous beliefs and often people 
are only suggestible wnen they respect the critic. Sud jects 
take more notice of criticism when they agree with it, and this 
means that they are largely relying on tneir own judgement.
The same really applies when people are impressed only v/hen they 
respect the critic. They are again relying on their own judge­
ment. Once they have decided that the critic is someone to be 
respected, and whose criticism is likely to be useful, the 
situation is very similar to that when an expert criticises.
An expert is someone who is respected, and both to an expert and 
to someone respected there tends to be a favourable reaction.
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As would be expected, reactions when the critic is not 
respected are the opposite of when he is respected. out of
9 subjects describing this situation say they ignore the
criticism or do not listen to it ana another has hostile
tnoughts. The following is a typical reaction:
"It depends on the kind of person - whether I think much 
of them or not. I’ve got into the habit df ignoring 
people I don’t think much of."
The criticism is likely to be dismissed contemptuously.
Another important aspect of the subjective relation
affecting the reaction is wnetner the recipient likes the critic
or not. It has been noted that criticism from friends often
evokes favourable reactions since the critic is liked or loved.
This is confirmed here. The following is a typical favourable
reaction:
"I take criticism more from a person I like."
But there is often a stronger emotional reaction when the critic
is liked than if he is unimportant to the recipient. The
category "Does not like critic" includes people who do not care
about the critic, and, as can be seen, little notice is taken of
the criticism, e.g.:
"If it’s from someone who doesn’t mean much to me, it 
doesn’t mean much."
"If I don’t care about the critic the criticism doesn’t 
matter at all."
Many subjects tend to be more emotionally upset if they like the 
critic as they want to please him and sometimes feel thgy have 
failed to please. Subjects nave more patience when they like
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the critic and so are more likely to explain. The one subject 
who ansY/ers a critic he does not like is rather aggressive.
There is a certain amount of hostility when people do not like 
the critic, as is to he expected when the relationship is not 
good.
(in^Conclusion on tte .JJSeqrtance ^of_. the suh.lective relationship 
The subjective relation, the recipient’s opinion of the 
critic, has an important influence on the reaction to the 
criticism. If the recipient likes or respects the critic, he 
is much more likely to be influenced by the criticism and have 
a more favourable emotional reaction to it, although he is often 
quite hurt or upset by it because it is important to him.
13* Other aspects concerning the position of the critic
À few other æpects concerning the critic were occasionally
mentioned and will be dealt with briefly. These aspects often
deal with the critic’s manner and intentions in criticising.
Manner is discussed in Chapter VI, 1, but it is worth noting
that some subjects say they always take criticism from some
people because they put it in a manner they like, and resent it
from others because of their manner. The same applies to the
critic’s motives. Some subjects feel some people always criticise
for good motives whereas others do not, and this influences
their reactions (Chapter VI, 2).
A rather different point is made by some subjects who say
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they do not argue with certain people because they always win. 
Another variation is saying they will not argue with anyone 
with set views but only with people they might influence, e.g.:
"There is only a certain set of people who I knuckle to 
if they say nasty things about my taste, as I’ve had 
experience of arguing with them and tney win."
"Whether I argue depenas on the person. If it is a person 
with set ideas 1 don’t usually argue. If it is someone 
who seems susceptible to argument I say my piece."
A few subjects recognise that some people are always emotional
in their criticism, while others argue reasonably. The tendency
is to keep quiet with the first type but feel rather superior.
3 subjects say tnat if someone attacks a personality trait 
or aspect of behaviour that is a characteristic of his own, they 
are annoyed. It is a popular view that people tend to criticise 
their own faults in others and these 3 subjects mention it.
Difference in age between critic and recipient is mentioned 
by a few subjects. One subject aged 22 years, who has the common 
dislike of being called immature, says in answer to the question 
of what sort of criticism hurts him most:
"I strongly dislike anyone six or seven years older 
reminding me of my youth and criticising me on that sort 
of grounds - probably more than anything else."
2 subjects say they take more notice of older critics than of
younger, and are annoyed when younger people criticise.
2 subjects do not accept criticism on their taste unless 
the critic has the same taste as they have. This is another 
aspect of the tendency toiPely on one’s own judgement.
16 subjects said, in answer to questions about their
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reactions to criticism on different topics, that it depended on 
the critic. This does not give any information about reactions 
to different critics but just emphasises that the position of the 
critic is very important and affects the reaction to criticism.
1 4. Conclusions on the influence of the critic.
It is clear that the critic is a very important facfor in 
the situation in wnich one person criticises another. Every 
aspect of the relation between the two people concerned has some | 
influence in determining the reaction to the criticism, including | 
the unconscious bias of the recipient for or against the critic. I
i
As far as the objective relationship is concerned, it has j
1
been shown that some reactions are more common with so#e critics j
I
than others. But one cannot always generalise and say that a I
I
i
person will always react to the criticism of an expert in a ,
;i
certain way. Tendencies do occur, however, and if the critic anc 
his relation to the recipient is known, something of the probable . 
reaction can be predicted. The subjective relationship, 
including the recipient’s opinion of the critic, probably has 
some effect in every case.
Certain notable differences were found between reactions to 
critics in different positions. The main results have been put 
together in Table XXXII.
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table XXXII. COilPARISOK OF REACTIONS TO DIPEERELT CRITICS.
REACTIONS
CRITICS Favour Don’t  ^
-able 1 mind
Upset,
hurt
Angry, . Ignore j Defence .| 
hostile.! it. etc.
Say
nothing.
Expert 177 ; 14- 50 19 24 14 17
Layman 1^6 16
1
5
i
94 '
. .- ....
61 66 25
Superior
i
46 • 7 
11 forced)
1
9 97 22 ,a 17
Inferior 45 7 1
.■ . _ 1
2 » 18 12 1
Same level 10
. Î-,
4- 7
____ ! _ J
4- 1
Family 137
......
r
2é
1
24. 79 44 10
Friends 109
-
29 16 18
..
14-
'
24 2
Strangers ^ 5
" —
_ __
5 1 9 -
Member of 
out-group
•
10 . 1 2
1
7 50 11 49 ! 6 ,
i i
Member of 
in-group 8 11 - ____1 _ ... é.
If respect 
critic
kk . - - 1 . “
If do not 
respect 
critic.
— - 1 8
'
-
-- - —
If like 
critic
9 4 1 - 9 -
If do not
like
critic
----
L_ . .
- - 2 6 1 9
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The categories of responses in Table XXXII are all rather wide 
and within each category there are several reactions. The 
following are some of the reactions included in each category:- 
Favourable. Liking the criticism, finding it useful, helpful, 
etc. Taking it, taking some notice, influenced, acting on it. 
Don^t mind Don’t mind it, don’t resent it, not annoyed,
hurt, offended, don’t object to it.
Hurt, upset. Hurt, upset, feelings of inferiority, lack of 
self-confidence, intropunitive reactions, ashamed.
Angry, hostile. Annoyed, angry, cross, dislike it, hostile 
thoughts, resent it, object to it.
Ignore it. Take no notice, take little notice, ignore it, 
don’t listen, don’t take it, not influenced, don’t act on it. 
Defensive rebuttal. Defend self or topic of criticism, argue, 
aggressive overt reaction, make excuses, put own point of viev/, 
explain, try to convince critic, justify self.
Say nothing. Make no reply, keep quiet, do not argue, agree 
with critic overtly.
Table XXXII shows that there are differences between reac­
tions to different types of critics.
When it is an expert criticising, the recipient often wants 
to learn about the expert’s own field and so he will probably 
have a favourable attitude from the beginning and will be ready 
to listen to the criticism and be influenced by it. Every 
subject says that at some time he has a favourable attitude to 
this sort of criticism, and this unanimity does not occur in any
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of the other situations. Not many subjects are angry or 
resentful and not many ignore the criticism, although a few, 
partly because of their personality characôerisûi cs, find it 
difficult to take any criticism at all, and others realise the 
expert is not always right. If the expert is disliked as a 
person, there is more resentment. Subjects who are hurt or 
upset at the criticism or feel humble or intropunitive, are 
showing their regard for it as they are emotionally affected.
When the critic is a layman criticising in a field in which 
the recipient is more expert, the reaction tends to be quite 
different. There is often hostility and resentment that someone 
with less knowledge should presume to criticise at all. Little 
notice is taken of the layman as people feel that he does not 
understand. But some feel this is a situation in which they 
can afford to be tolerant and listen to the layman and are 
sometimes influenced. Sometimes they feel the opinion of an 
outsider may be useful, but the criticism is judged carefully 
and not accepted blindly as criticism by the expert so often is. 
The typical response is to answer the criticism, sometimes 
aggressively, sometimes to teach and sometimes just to state 
one’s own views. This situation is not usually emotionally 
disturbing.
When a superior at work criticises, there is often a fear 
of the critic because of his position and power. This is the 
only situation in which subjects say they have to accept tne 
criticism, and this results in much frustration, anger and
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resentment, tne topical reaction. But sometimes tne criticism 
is taken well, especially when there is a good subjective 
relationship between critic and recipient, an integrative 
relation instead of one of dominance and submission.
When the critic is in an inferior position, there is little 
emotional disturbance, as the recipient is in the more favourable 
position, although he is being criticised. The criticism is 
not likely to be strongly worded or come very often. The 
recipient can afford to reject it iimmediately, as is sometimes 
done, or listen tolerantly, which occurs more often. Most 
subjects interviewed were rather young and not in very nigh 
positions themselves and had more sympathy with people in 
inferior positions.
The subjects’ age also accounts partly for the emotional 
reactions that often occurred after criticism from their families. 
Conflict with parents does not end after adolescence and there
I
was much evidence that such conflicts still existed between 
subjects and their parents. There was much hostility and many 
subjects said they did not take it or were not influenced by it, 
perhaps due to lack of respect for the critic, or as an 
aggressive reaction. There is a tendency for Lhe hostility 
to be expressed overtly. But some subjects took this criticism 
well, especially when the basic relationship between the critic 
and themselves was good. If there is already^conflict witnin 
the family this influences both the criticism and reaction, both
being expressions of past conf 1 icty^0esent nostility and make
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for future conflict.
When friends criticise, the situation is generally less 
emotional and the typical response is far more favourable. There 
is less hostility and more willingness to take the criticism well 
and be influenced by it. As always the emotional relation 
between critic and recipient is important. This is often good 
but many subjects say their reaction depends on how good a friend 
the critic is. This situation evokes the most favourable 
responses, except that of an expert criticising on work. Friends 
often have similar tastes, they are often respected, and there 
is usually no great emotional tension between them so the 
criticism can be faced more calmly than within families. A few 
people who cannot take criticism from anyone with whom they are 
emotionally involved, prefer criticism from strangers, but most 
people prefer it from friends.
When a member of the out-group criticises the group, the 
recipient generally will not listen to the criticism. The 
question of ego-involvement in the group is important, as the 
more involvement there is, the more reluctance there is to take 
the criticism. Not much notice is usually taken of it as it is 
felt the critic knows little about it. Much hostility is felt 
and sometimes expressed. An overt reply to the criticism is 
commonly made.
Thus certain typical reactions occur when the critic is in 
a certain status. The objective relation influences the reaction
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in probably every case where criticism occurs and in some cases 
is no doubt the most important factor. But the subjective 
relationship, including the recipient’s judgement of the critic 
and his criticism,^also affects each situation. If the critic 
is liked or respected his criticism will be welcomed far more 
and more notice will be taken of it. Although the objective 
status relation may be the same for a person with a number of 
critics, each subjective relation is unique. If the critic and 
recipient know each other well every aspect of their past 
relationship affects the present situation. If they are compara­
tive strangers, the recipient may still be responding to aspects 
of the critic’s personality and ^pearance on the basis of a 
snap judgement.
As every critic is unique, and the other factors in the 
situation are never identical, it is clear that every criticism 
situation is to some extent unique. But certain generalisations 
can be made as certain reactions are more likely to occur in 
some circumstances. When the critic has a certain relationship 
with the recipient, certain reactions occur, and so, in so far 
as any facio r in the situation can be isolated, the relation of 
critic and recipient has been shown to have an important effect 
on the way the criticism is taken.
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CHAFIER V. IieORTANGE OF THE TOPIC OF THE CRITICISM.
1. Introduction.
Another important factor in the criticism situation is the 
topic of the criticism. In tne interview, questions were asked 
on. how subjects took criticism on various topics. (See Cnapter 
III.) Subjects were also asked, "What sort of criticism hurts 
you most?" Answers to this question usually referred to 
criticism on a particular topic. References to the topic of 
the criticism were also made in answer to other questions in tne 
interview.
The theory of ego-invoivement, put forward by Snerif and 
Oantril (1947) is relevant to this discussion of topics. (See 
Chapter I, 4.; The theory states that we feel about certain 
things belonging to us, our bodies, work, family, friends, 
possessions, groups we belong to, etc., as we feel about ourselv^ 
If these things are praised or criticised we react as if we 
ourselves have been praised or criticised. This emphasises the 
subjective aspect that criticism is what is taken as criticism. 
Unless a person is ego-involved about the topic attacked, he 
does not regard it as criticism. Different tnings are ego- 
involved to varying extents for different people, but some 
things, for example personality traits, tend to be ego-involved
for most people.
Reactions to criticism on different topics will be dealt
with separately but a good indication of the degree of ego-
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involvement over certain topics may be obtained by studying 
answers to the question, “\vhat sort of criticism hurts you most?oil
2 m Topics mentioned in reference to the sort of criticism that 
hurts most.
72 subjects were asKed this question. 05 subjects
mentioned topics when answering, compared with 5 who mentioned
critics, and 23, other eispects of the criticism situation. The
topics mentioned are found in the following table.
TABLE XXXIII. ANSV^EAS KEFEARILd TO _TQP1C wHElM DESCHlBIfjg THE
SÜLT OP CRITICISM THAT HURTS MOST.
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Personality, character, personality traits ............  17
behaviour ...........................................  b
Way of life, principles, etc.........................  5
Intellectual prowess or mental calibre ............... 2
Impotency  ........................................  2
Appearance ......    12
Work (2 putting "not putting enough energy into work"). 7
Profession................    2
Way of speaking a foreign language..................   1
Taste .........................    k-
Heligion..........................  . ...............  2
Family ........    2
Other people ...............   2
32 subjects mentioned some aspect of personality, cnaracter, 
personality traits, behaviour, way of life and similar topics. 
Tnis is considerably more than any other topic. This might be 
expected since criticism hurts most on what is closest to the
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recipient and this is often likely to be one of these topics, 
which are felt to be the very essence of the person. 2 subjects 
mentioned as the topic of criticism that hurts them most, 
suggestion of impotency or anything of a sexual nature. This is 
a topic on which people are very sensitive in our culture, and 
it is probable that it was not mentioned more frequently because 
for some people it may be completely repressed and for others it 
may be a conscious problem but they are too sensitive about it 
to mention it.
12 subjects mentioned appearance or clothes in their 
answers. Several say that they realise they should not be hurt 
by something so trivial, but still are, e.g.:
"Criticism of my personal appearance hurts most. I try 
not to be hurt by it, but I am."
"Criticism about my beard .... so criticism on the silliest 
level of personal appearance hurts most."
For these subjects, the way they look is an intimate, important
part of themselves and they are deeply hurt by criticism of their
appearance.
Work comes lower in the list. To most people, criticism of 
work or appearance is less hurtful than criticism of personality. 
Other topics are mentioned by only a few people and their answers 
seem to be illustrative rather of individual differences than
general trends.
Answers to this question can be taken as being indicative 
of the ego-involvement of subjects over different topics. It 
was to be expected that personality traits, behaviour and way
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of life should come highest on the list. Far fewer people 
mentioned appearance and work. One of the reasons for this may 
be that you can do something about criticism of work far more 
easily than personality, or else there is at least the feeling 
with work that one could do something if one wanted. There is 
often a feeling that one cannot change personality. Also, 
following the theory of ego-involvement, an attack on one's way 
of life or personality will be seen as an attack on the self more 
often than if clothes or work are criticised. There are 
exceptions of course. Some people feel that their work, 
appearance, taste or religion is so much part of themselves that 
criticism of these topics is an attack on themselves. But 
generally it is easier to divide from the idea of the basic self 
what one does or wears, rather than what one is.
Attitudes to criticism on different topics will now be 
studied, treating the topics individually.
3, Responses to criticism of personality traits, etc,
(1) Results,
As was shown in the last section, people are often very 
sensitive to criticism of their personality traits or general 
personality. In the interview, subjects were asked, "How do 
you react if your personality characteristics are criticised?"
If necessary, the interviewer added, "For example, if someone 
called you lazy or untidy, or anything like that?"
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73 subjects, either in answer to this question or spontan­
eously, described their reactions to this sort of criticism.
TABLE XXXIV. REACTIONS TO C-RITIGISlvi OF PERSONALITY TRAITS.
RESPONSE NO.OF SUBJECTS
o m m  IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Annoyed, resent it ......................................  I5
Hate it, dislike it, object very strongly ................ 12
Hostile thoughts about the critic .......................  6
Indignant, offended .....................................  5
Feel it as a personal attack..........    2
Hate the critic, "Affects my relationship with critic" .... 2
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced, etc.
Forget it, ignore it, do not listen, take no notice, take
little notice ............................................ 14.
Don’t act on it ................................. ;......  5
Don’t believe it ........................................  2
Tninks can’t do much about it, hard to do anything about it 2
Only momentary effect  .............................  2
Emotionally disturbed, hurt, upset, etc.
Hurt, upset, mind it very much, worried, sensitive ....... 14-
Tendency to withdraw ....................................
12
Favourable Reactions or taking some notice of it.
Realise it is justified, admit it is t rue ................ 2b
Do something about it ...................................  20
Think about it ......................................   8
Take it, take some notice of it .........................  8
62
Don’t mind, etc.
Don^t mind, don’t resent it .............................
Not hurt, worried, disturbed, botnered...................  ^
Defensive Rebuttal openly aggressive.
React aggressively, tell them their faults, answer back,
lose temper, argue .............     '
Defend myself............ ............................ .
Make excuses ...........................   '
Deny it .................................... ..........
13
13
4-
i
Th© "tpcxid. in tiiis t&bl© stxows tb&t mnny subj6Cts disliK© 
this type of criticism.. They resent it or feel indignant or
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annoyed, altough others seem to have favourable reactions.
In almost every case, the reaction also depended on other 
circumstances. In 50 cases, subjects say they react differently 
according to the position of the critic. Respect and affection 
for the critic is often very important, e.g.:
"The person giving it is very important as regards 
affection and admiration. I am more likely to be hurt 
if it’s from someone I like or admire, but I am also more 
likely to take some notice."
10 subjects say they are more influenced if they love or admire
the critic. 21 subjects refer to criticism on personality from
the family, recognising that this criticism often does come from
the family. Some say they take it more easily and take more
notice of it when the critic is a member of the family, and
others take less notice. (See Chapter IV, /•) But one of the
reasons why Table XXXIV shows so many aggressive or openly
defensive reactions is probably that this type of criticism often
comes from the family.
12 subjects said they were influenced by the critic’s manner 
or intentions. As usual, criticism is preferred when it is "put 
nicely" and is "meant helpfully", e.g.:
"If it’s about something wrong in my general make-up and it 
was advanced cruelly I would be hurt. If it was in a way 
which was kind and helpful I would accept it more easily."
4.2 subjects say they differ in their reactions according to 
whether they agree with the criticism or not, whether they think 
it is justified. iMo subject tries to act on criticism unless he 
feels it is true. Other reactions differ, some subjects are more
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upset when they realise it is true and others are more emotionally 
disturbed when they thinx it is unjustified.
Although generally many people dislike criticism of their 
personality characteristics, they often react differently 
according to the particular trait mentioned. These subjects 
objected strongly to criticism on certain characteristics. In 
this rather sophisticated group, everybody seemed to dislike 
being called "naive" or "immature", perhaps because of their age, 
approximately 20 to ^0 years. Any suggestion of sexual inadequa­
cy was also disliked.
37 subjects mention differences in reactions to criticism 
of different traits. Sometimes there is always resentment, 
but on some things more than others; other subjects do not 
seem to mind at all when certain traits are criticised, but 
might even be quite pleased. Illustrations can be given of 
different reactions to criticism of various traits:
"I hate being told things like I’ve got no sense of 
honour or I’ve got no common sense or I 'm weak-willed.
I don’t mind being told I’m selfish or mean as I don’t 
think the last is true and the first doesn’t worry me."
"If it’s lazy or untidy I can only agree with it. But if 
it’s unjustified, for example, if I’m called stupid, I’ll 
be very annoyed and very hurt; but not with lazy or 
untidy."
"I would object very strongly to that especially to some 
accusations such as laziness or being quick-tempered."
Thus although people are usually sensitive about their person­
ality, there are individual variations in attitudes accoraing 
to the trait criticised.
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In spite of the influence of the various factors mentioned, 
there are certain general tendencies in reactions to criticism 
of personality traits. Resentment, annoyance and dislike of 
this type of criticism was often expressed, e.g.:
"If anyone suggests I’m immature emotionally I’m indignant 
although I recognise it may he true. Also I get annoyed 
if anyone says I ’ve got neurotic tendencies."
"If they said something I definitely didn’t think I was. 
I’d definitely he up in arms."
Others have hostile thoughts, or say it affects their relation­
ship with the critic, e.g.:
"I don’t like criticism of this kind. I don’t feel people 
have the right to do it and I do feel my personality is 
being attackea. I probably laugh and do not show any 
great annoyance but I would think about it and it would 
affect my relationship with that person. I then begin to 
think of things that they do and I don’t like."
In other cases the main emotional reaction is to be hurt, upset
or v/orried. It is often difficult to differentiate between
being hurt and resentful, they are not incompatible and both are
evidence of a negative emotional reaction. Examples can be
given of subjects being hurt, worried, or upset:
"I mind this type of criticism more than most."
"I’m extremely worried about that sort of thing and 
immediately try to compare such criticism with other 
criticism of the same characteristics."
"It hurts me from anyone I know or like."
Although it is more common to be emotionally disturbed, either 
hurt or annoyed, there are exceptions, subjects who say they 
are not v/orried by it, sometimes meaning they are not upset or 
resentful in some circumstances, but are in others. Examples
can be given of these less emotional reactions;
"This wouldn’t hurt. I would privately agree with them."
"It usually doesn’t botner me a great deal - that kind of 
criticis m. "
"If people tell me I have certain faults I know I have, 
e.g. laziness, I don’t get very heated."
20 subjects say they attempt to do something about the 
criticism. This reaction occurs only when they think the 
criticism is justified. Many subjects say they first think 
about it and if they believe the critic is right, they act on it, 
e.g. :
"If anyone called me lazy or untidy I should think, ’Was 
I really?* and try to put the matter straight."
There is evidence that subjects think a good deal about this
sort of criticism. There are individual differences but more
subjects say they think about it or do something about it than
say they ignore it. Many s_ay they realise the criticism is tr,ue
but not all of these try to do something about it. Some are
almost proud of the fault, and others adopt a fatalistic
attitude, realising it is true but thinking they cannot do
anything about it, e.g.:
"I take myself for granted. Most of my characteristics
I know and don’t think I can do much about."
It is often recognised that it is difficult to alter personal
characu arise ics, usually more difficult than altering work or
appearance. But when an attempt is made, one of the reasons
seems to be a realisation that an important part of the self is
causing annoyance, perhaps to someone dear to the subject, and
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so an attempt is made to alter.
But many subjects say they ignore tnis sort of criticism.
It is probably very difficult to ignore, but this reaction may 
be a defence mechanism against being hurt on a sensitive spot. 
Such subjects feel that personality should not be criticised and, 
as they are annoyed with the critic, they ignore his criticism, 
e.g. :
"I wouldn’t take any notice if it’s someone just saying 
it to be annoying or someone who doesn’t know."
Many subjects make an overt reaction to the criticism.
There is a tendency to defend oneself especially when the 
criticism is ttiought to be unjustified. There are several 
possible reasons for the nigh proportion of aggressive responses. 
One is that men the critic is a member of the family or someone
close it is often easier to answer aggressively:
"One meets it mostly in the family and I would probably 
say something back."
Another reason is that this is a sensitive spot for most people
and they feel annoyed the topic is mentioned and may give
verbal expression of this annoyance. In other cases the
feeling seems to be not so much hostility, but rather a
realisation that something close to the self is being criticised
and should be defended, e.g.:
"I am sensitive to it. My reaction depends on the 
person but I always make some sort of answer either
defensive or more active according to #io it is."
"With tnis type of criticism I do, of course, feel it 
personally. On the whole I would defend myself. I 
may not defend myself in a reasoned argument if it is 
more effective to do it, for example, just by shrugging
shoulders. But I would always try to defend myself in
the most effective way."
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(il) Conclusion on responses to criticism of personality.
As far as any generalisations can be made, it woula seem 
that tnis is, for most of the subjects, a sensitive topic. 
People differ about the characteristics over wnich they are 
sensitive but probably everyone is sensitive about some aspect 
of his personality. The reaction to this sort of criticism 
may be to be hurt or indignant or both. Some subjects ignore 
the criticism either because it is unimportant, or as a defence 
mechanism against being hurt. There seems to be a ready 
reaction to defend oneself after this type of criticism, more 
when it is thought to be unjustified and when it is the family 
criticising. Many subjects say they realise the criticism is 
justified but may still not be pleased to receive it. It is 
perhaps surprising that such a large number of subjects say 
they try to do something about it, but it may be because it is 
thought to be important and they want to please the critic.
4_. Responses to criticism of appearance and clothes.
(i) Results.
Criticism of eppearance and clothes is similar to criticism
of personality in certain respects. Both are often given in
similar situations and by the same sort of person, someone close 
to the recipient, usually a member of his family or a close
friend. Both personality and appearance are topics close to the
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individual. But aspects of appearance criticised among adults 
are often easier to alter than personality characteristics. 
Children, on the other hand, are often quick to point out 
physical deformities or unusual physical characteristics both 
pleasant and unpleasant. However, among adults this is unusual, 
unless there is a real intention to be insulting. Remarks 
about a person’s weight, height, etc. are fairly uncommon unless 
complimentary. Such things as clothes, make-up, hairstyle, are 
more commonly criticised, and these may be altered. 80 subjects 
were asked how they took criticism of theiir’x clothes and Table 
XXXV is a list of their responses.
TABLE XXXV on next page.
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TABia XXXV• REACTIONS TO CRITICISM OF CLOTHES AND APPEARANCE.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Don’t like it, don’t take it well .....................  10
Resent it, sullen ........................    10
Lose temper, angry, annoyed, indignant ...    Ô
Hostile thoughts about critic ...........................__2.
Unfavour_able Reacti^ qno_, Not influenced.
Take no notice, ignore it, has no effect at all, not
much influenced, etc......     1b
Confidence in my own taste, so no effect  ............ 11
Take it more easily on work ...........................  7
Don’t follow the advice, don’t listen.................. 5
Think, ’It’s just a matter of taste’  .............. 5
Don’t take it .........................................  if
Disagree, dismiss it .............    2
Very temporary effect ................................  1
Ask other people ............................    1
51
Emotionally disturbed.
More personal thing than work .........................  8
Upset, worried, hurt ....    7
Sensitive.....        3
Go red, embarrassed  ..................................  2
20
F aVO urable Reactions.
Act on it, try to do sometning about it, etc.........   18
Influenced, affected by it, listen, take it to heart .... 16
Accept it, take it .................................. . 13
Like it, find it useful, would lixe more, ask for it .... 13 
Think about it, see if justified, take another look ..... 10
Long term effect, think about it later.....     5
Try to judge it impersonally.....    1
Don’t mind, etc.
Don’t mind, don’t resent it, not worried, upset, etc. ... 17
more concerned with work, less personal tning than work . _7
Haven’t many clothes so just don’t have to mind... .....  6
Defensive Rebuttal,.
Answer back, react aggressively .......................  10
Defend self, make excuses .............................  ^
Keep quiet, shut up like a clam 1
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This table shows a slight tendency to have unfavourable reactions 
to criticisnof appearance rather than favourable. But, as might 
be expected, there seems to be less involvement than over 
personality.
Most subjects mention some other factor which affeets their 
reaction. The position and status of the critic is nearly 
always important and 4-3 subjects refer to it. Many point out 
that this kind of criticism mostly comes from family or friends. 
Once again reactions differ, some subjects listen more to the 
family and others do not. Other subjects say that the most 
important factor is whether they respect the critic’s taste.
They are more likely to listen and be influenced if they think 
he has good taste, e.g.:
"If it’s somebody whose clothes sense I think is better 
than mine, well gind good. Otherwise I ignore it. But 
if people know more than I do I ask for it and expect 
to hear some criticism."
"If anyone I like or wio has a certain amount of good 
taste says they dislike something I wear, I tend not to 
wear it again except when it doesn’t matter."
Another important factor mentioned is whether the subject is
sure of himself or not in nis taste in clothes. This was not
mentioned so much with personality as it is easier to feel sure
of oneself over something more concrete like clothes than
over one’s personality. 11 subjects say they have confidence
in their own taste and this is the main reason why they do not
take criticism, e.g.:
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"I dismiss it., I don’t give a damn what anybody says
about it. It doesn’t worry me at all and I just don’t
think about it. I am certain of myself in tnis field 
and I feel I have sufricient knowledge to make a definite 
decision."
A few subjects mention the critic’s manner and intentions but
these are not of any particular importance here.
Generally many subjects take some notice of the criticism, 
ranging from listening to what is said, to acting on it, which 
is very often possible. If it is on clotnes, one remedy is 
to stop wearing the garment eitner completely or just when it 
would be seen by the critic, e.g.:
"If anyone said I looked awful in something I might give 
up wearing the thing."
"If a particular dress is criticised, its colour or 
something like that, I’ll try to change."
Other people, who feel their v/hole style of dress is being
criticised, do not try to change. But subjects who refer to
their own style of dressing and their taste in clothes are sure
of themselves, since people who are not sure are not usually
conscious of having a basic style. Many people are influenced
by criticism of appearance, either immediately, or after some
consideration. 13 subjects say they like this sort of
criticism, find it useful, or have some similar reaction. These
subjects are often not sure of themselves, e.g.:
"I generally follow the advice as I feel the only way to 
learn to dress normally is to follow public opinion, so 
I always take advice. But if I’m sure I’m right I take 
no notice at all of the criticism."
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"I try to improve on #iat the person says* I like it and 
I wish people would criticise more on this topic. I am 
much more ready to accept this sort of criticism than on 
work .... You don’t know #iat you look like except by 
what people say."
When people are influenced by criticism of clothes they either
have a conscious desire to please someone, or else they realise
the criticism is justified, or, very often, just wish to improve
their appearance. But #ien subjects say they "take" criticism
they do not necessarily do anything about it. They may mean
they do not mind it, some seeming quite indifferent. The ego-
involvement theory suggests that if someone is indifferent about
something he will also be relatively indifferent if it is
praised or criticised. Some people really do not seem to care
about their appeeirance and ignore the criticism since they do
not care •
But not all subjects who say they do not mind this type of 
criticism are not ego-involved over clothes or appearance.
Some do care and want help and so do not mind receiving criticise 
as they feel it is useful. Others do not object to any 
criticism, although they might feel, quite strongly about the 
topic, they think everyone has a right to say what he feels.
But some do seem to have little concern with their appearance 
and therefore little concern over criticism of it, e.g.:
"I don’t care at all at the moment about my clothes. 
Criticism has been given to me lately but now I don’t 
care. I just feel I could do something about it if I 
wanted to."
This is different from the position of the three subjects who 
say that it is largely a matter of availability of clothes.
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They feel they must not mind as they could not do anytning about 
it in any case. Here there seems to be much feeling purposely 
suppressed.
Another big category of I'esponses is ignoring the criticism, 
not listening to it or not acting on the advice given. As 
mentioned, some take no notice because they do not care about 
appearance but this is not the case with most of the subjects. 
They are either sure of themselves to some extent and do not 
wish to change, or else resent this type of criticism and show 
their resentment by ignoring it. Others feel that everyone has 
his own taste and there is no reason why they sriould listen to 
anyone else. In other cases, as with personality, taking no 
notice is a defence mechanism against being hurt on a sensitive 
spot. The following subjects, for various reasons, do not listen 
to the criticism:
"For the last eight or nine y^ars I’ve felt pretty 
confident about choosing clothes so have not taken much 
notice of criticism."
"I’m not very influenced on clothes as I’m not very 
interested. I take more notice if it’s criticism of 
work."
"I would usually say, ’It’s just a matter of taste and 
you’re different."
"I ignore it. I’m not upset. I usually know when I look 
nice and Mhen I look terrible and if anyone criticises 
me I usually think they aon’t know what they’re talking 
about."
There is much evidence of subjects disliking tnis sort of 
criticism. Some say they dislike it, others are angry and resent
it and others are rather hurt or upset. But generally there is
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less resentment than over criticism of personality, with a few 
exceptions. To some people criticism of appearance, usually 
physical characteristics rather than clothes, is more hurtful 
than any other sort. Thus one subject says that from his family 
and friends he will take criticism on anything except physical 
characteristics•
Criticism of clothes, too, often causes emotional 
disturbances, e.g.:
"That does hurt. I don’t always take any notice but it 
does affect me a lot."
"It upsets me as I’m self-conscious about the way I look 
and like to feel I look spruce. I feel quite resentful 
if someone makes adverse comments on my clothes."
In other cases there is hostility against the critic:
"There’s a very great - an enormous amount of antagonism 
to the person immediately, it doesn’t matter who it is.
I don’t argue logically. I go red and give vent to my 
feelings and there’s no logical argument at all. I can 
and do lose my temper frequently."
All this shows a real dislike of tne criticism. But this type
of reaction is less common than when personality is attacked,
and similarly there are less defensive and aggressive responses.
Again the critic is usually someone close to the recipient so it
is easier to argue and 10 subjects, with varying degrees of
hostility, answer the critic. These are usually aggressive
rather than defensive, they attack the critic ratner than
defend their own appearance, e.g.:
"With the family I suit my reaction to the occasion. If 
they tell me something is not suitable and I think it is 
suitable I just say, ’Mind your own business’."
"Last night people said my tie wasn't the tning- to wear 
and I just said they had no taste."
(ii) Conclusion on responses to criticism of appearance.
As usual, many other factors have varying degrees of 
importance in different situations. But generally, it would 
seem that people are fairly sensitive about their appearance, 
but not usually as sensitive as about their personality traits. 
People, on the whole, do not enjoy this sort of criticism.
Some say they like it and find it useful, but less than the 
number that find criticism of work useful. There is much 
resentment, sometimes because the criticism hurts and there is 
sometimes direct hostility felt against the critic for making 
this sort of criticism. In Projection Test C (Chapter VII, 6) 
the topic of the criticism is clothes and, as in tne interview 
material, some subjects act on the criticism immediately and 
others are influenced to the extent of being hurt or upset by 
it. Again overt and covert aggression occurs, but the 
projection test responses show more readiness to defend the 
garment that is criticised than was evident in the interview 
material.
5. Responses to criticism of tastes and opinions
(i) Results.
The heading "tastes and opinions" is intended to cover all 
opinions concerning any of the arts, and opinions in such 
spheres as religion or politics. For the purpose of classifi-
cation, opinions in the arts have been called "tastes" and 
views in religion and politics "opinions".
In the interview subjects were asked, "How do you take 
criticism of your taste in such things as art, music, films, 
books, or anything else of that sort?" Then the question was
asked, "How do you react to criticism of your opinions in such
things as religion or politics?" Then, in order to obtain more 
information about ego-involvement over these topics, "If your 
tastes or opinions are criticised do you feel in any.way that 
you yourself are being personally criticised?" In some cases 
this question was not asked as the subject had spoken about it 
spoilt aneo us ly.
Table XXXVI contains responses of 80 subjects to criticism 
of "tastes" in the arts. In this table the different topics,
music, literature, etc., have not been separatee, as this was
not found to be necessary. Table XXXVII contains reactions of 
80 subjects to criticism of opinions on politics and religion; 
slight differences in reactions to criticism of these topics are 
placed at the end of the table. Table XXXVIII contains answers 
to the question concerning personal involvement.
TABLE XXXVI on next page.
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TABLE XX X V I. &EACg2^ I0N8__Tp _üRITipiSM_0P TASTES IN THE ARTS.
RESPONSE. NO. OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Annoyed, offended, resentful ..........................  11
Hostile thoughts about the critic .....................  )
Don’t like it, take a poor view of it ............... .
12
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Not influenced, don^t change, stick to own opinion .... 20
Take no notice, don’t listen......................  J
Think my own taste is good ............................  J
Think it is just a matter of taste, etc...... . 6
Don’t think taste can be criticised .............    )
Just think critic is wrong............................  3
Proud of being different ..............................  _J
A2
Emotionally disturbed.
Hurt, upset, feels uncomfortable, squashed............  if.
Peel inferior, incompetent.......   2
E
Favourable reactions.
Listen to expert, take it from expert  ....   18
Listen, accept it, (7 when don’t know much) ............ 17
Influenced, change mind, try to copy critic, etc........ 5
Like to agree with expert or people I respect .......  if.
Willing to learn, think about it, try to see other
personas v i e w   ..........     4
Like it ......................    •    __2
50
Don’t mind, not disturbed, etc
Defensive Rebuttal.
Defend^ self or opinion................................  1o
Argue .................     o
Ready to discuss, voice opinion .......................  5
Try to persuade others           _2
Say little, say nothing, change the subject, etc.
Say nothing "under various circumstances ...............  o
Agree to differ, say ’It’s a matter of taste’ ......... 4
Change the subject ...........   3
Used to defend self but not so much n o w ................ JL
14
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TABLE XXXVII. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM OP OPINIONS IN RELIGION
AND POLITICS. -
RES20NSJ1* NO... OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Annoyed, resent it, treat it coldly ...........    11^
These topics, religion, should not be discussed..... b
Don’t like ray inconsistencies being pointed out .....  2
13,
Unfavour able Reactions, Not influenced.
Not influenced, don’T  change, take no notice, etc. ...
Think it’s just difference in opinion, personal matter ) 
Contempt for others’ views, treat it as a joke ....... )
Just think I ’m right, don’t take it ......    2
Become more confirmed in my opinions ................  1
EE
Emotionally dis turbed.
Upset, feel I should not have said so m u c h.........   2
Favour able Reactions•
Like it, enjoy arguing .........................  J
Influenced, think about it, easily swayed ...........  6
Take it, listen  ............     5
Interested in others’ opinions ................   2
Take it from expert, agree with expert ......   2
Admit It later .......       _JL
Don’t mind
Don2 t mind, not much disturbed.......  T£
Defensive Rebuttal.
Argue, reply, discuss it, defend opinions, etc........ 32
Vvdlling to discuss it with anybody......    4
Get heated, aggressive .....    3
Take the opposite view so as to have an argument .... 2
Try to convince t h e m............ ....................
44
Say little, say nothing, change subject.
Say nothing, won’t discuss it, don t argue  ......  11
Just agree to differ ................................  3
Change the subject ..................................  2
Just let the others argue ...........................  2
Don’t try to convince the person....................  2
Used to defend self but not so much now .............  _2
22
Other comments.
Rarely meet it  ..................      p
I have no definite opinions .........................
I have definite opinions ............................  5
TABLE XXXVIII. ANSWERS TO QUESTION. "DO YOU TAKE CRITICISM
ON THESE TOPICS PERSONALLY?".
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING'it".
Yes. (Either always or sometimes) ..................  )0
No. (Either always or sometimes)  ................ I7
Special topics mentioned.
Take it more personally on religion and politics .... if
Take it more personally on politics ..............    2
Take it more personally on religion ................ 2
Don’t take it personally on art, music, etc.........  3
Take it personally on hobbies ......................  1
Particularly personally on music as I know more .... 1
Don’t take it personally on politics ....    1
Other remarks.
Part of me, something characteristic of me criticised 5 
"It is your personality being criticised or attacked" 2
The main factor to be considered when studying these results 
is the relative knowledge of critic and recipient. This involves
two factors, how much the recipient feels he knows about the
topic and whether he thinks of the critic as an expert or not. 
ifo people out of the 80 interviewed refer to how much they know 
about the topic, how sure they are of themselves or how strongly 
they feel about it. In this particular set of topics these 
tend to go together, since if one feels strongly about religion, 
politics, or any of the arts, one often studies it more and 
knows more about it. The usual tendency both with tastes and 
opinions is to be more openly aggressive and less influenced 
if one is more sure. This was also found when the factor of 
being sure of oneself or not was studied separately. (Chapter VI-, 
Another interesting point is made by subjects who say that if
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they are not interested in, or have no definite opinions on 
something they do not meet much criticism. This confirms that 
"criticism is what is taken as criticism". If you have no 
views Oh a topic, nothing that is said about tnat topic will be 
taken as personal criticism. Examples can be given of reactions 
when subjects are and are not sure of themselves :
,"I think I have good taste so I just think that anyone 
who criticises me is wrong. But when I am not so sure - 
about furniture, for example, I am more ready to accept 
some criticism."
"On the whole I haven’t had much criticism as I haven’t 
any definite opinions. I’m usually more ready to take 
others’ opinions as I’m not so sure of myself."
26 people mention the fact that whether the critic is an 
expert or not is an important determinant of their reactions.
As before, the term "expert" is used subjectively, the recipient 
thinics of the critic as an expert, and relatively, since often
wnat is meant is "more expert than the recipient". As usual
there is a tendency to listen to the expert, to be irfluenced 
by him, and keep quiet before him, e.g.:
"...But of course I am more ready to listen to an expert, 
in fact I usually am quite silent before an expert."
"If it’s from someone I know to be sensitive and erudite
I would listen and respect their opinions."
Subjects are generally more willing to listen to criticism 
of their tastes in the arts than of tneir religious or political 
opinions. One of the reasons for this seems to be that it is 
easier to find an acknowledged expert in the arts than in 
religion or politics, at least this seems to be the opinion of
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this rather sophisticated group of* subjects. There are often 
more objective standards in the arts than in religion and 
politics, and, as stated below, one view in the arts does not 
necessarily imply that all the others are wrong, whereas this 
is often the position in politics and sometimes in religion.
Many subjects take no notice of criticism of tastes and 
opinions, and in some cases criticism only confirms their belief 
in their own views. Tnis is usually when they feel strongly 
about something, or they feel sure of themselves. Another 
reaction is to believe that everyone is entitled to nis own 
opinion or that it is only a matter of opinion. These subjects
!
are tolerant of other views but are not influenced by them. A 
difference can be seen between the two groups of topics in this 
response. Only ) people say they just think it is a question 
of difference of opinion in religion or politics, but 9 ssiy or 
think it is just difference in opinion of a personal matter 
concerning the arts. The reason for this difference seems to be 
that it is much easier for someone holding even quite strong 
views in the arts to believe that someone else is entitled to 
his views, e.g.:
"I know what 1 like. If I preferred Beethoven to Hind emit t{ 
and someone told me to listen to Hindemith, I would listen 
to it but if I still preferred Beetnoven I would stick to 
my opinion."
Other subjects who are not greatly concerned with these 
topics say that they are not distui'bed by this sort of criticism.
Where overt reactions are concerned, there does not seem to 
be much difference between the two sets of topics, but possibly
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there is more antagonism over criticism of religious or 
political opinions than over taste. When discussing opinions 
the word "argue" is used more. As usual, the recipient who is 
sure of his views or feels strongly about the topic, is more
likely to answer. Examples can be given of typical cases where
the criticism is answered^
On religious and political opinions.
"I tend to argue the point saying there are many sides to 
every question and conceding- there was something on the
other side but maintaining my side was better."
"I argue every time. I don’t accept other people’s 
opinions on these subjects as they are rather open to 
dis cuss ion."
On taste in the arts.
"There’s usually an argument but I’m not really annoyed.
It really depends on how strongly I feel about it. I 
wouldn’t let anyone override me. I’d definitely defend 
my opinions."
An interesting difference was noted between those subjects who 
wish to convince others and those who do not. In every case 
where a defence or attack is made, there is at least a wish to 
show the other side of the question, if not to persuade the 
critic he is wrong. However, some subjects say they defend 
their views or argue just because they like it and not because 
they want to convince anyone. In fact two subjects say they 
deliberately put forward the opposite view in order to have mn 
argument. These subjects showed no antagonism or aggression, 
but probably did not hold their views strongly.
The following examples illustrate some of the different
attitudes towards discussing or arguing:
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“I suppose I generally try to persuade them to think the 
same as I do."
“I hold my opinions (in politics) very strongly and try 
to make people see my point of view - the point of view 
of the party I belong to."
"With opinions, etc., it is a different type of criticism. 
Unless one is very enthusiastic it usually seems just 
arguing for argument's sake."
"I defend my opinions strongly, not to impress them on 
others but to give my own point of view."
All trie se reactions come from people who are reaay to argue or
defend their views or have a discussion. But this reaction is
by no means unanimous among subjects. There are subjects who
refuse to argue. Some subjects refuse to argue on religion
since they consider it is too delicate a topic to discuss, e.g.: ^
"Aeligion is a thing which should not be criticised. It 
should be up to the individual and everyone should leave 
others alone."
Other subjects do not argue because they are unsure of themselves 
or else think the critic is an expert. This reaction is more 
in evidence when the topic is religious or political views.
Thus there are the opposite reactions of being willing or not 
willing to discuss these topics. Cases have been noted of 
subjects who enjoy discussions, but often these subjects either 
do not Care very much about the topic, but just enjoy a 
discussion, or else do care but feel so certain of themselves 
that they feel sure they cannot be swayed. Examples can be 
given of these two attitudes:
About tastes.
"I like arguing about this. I agi influenced quite easily
especially if I don'.t know very much, for example about
music or art.
"I'm a Roman Catholic so I often meet criticism of my 
religious opinions. I quite enjoy arguing about that as 
long as I know I can defend myself."
More people, however, say they do not like tnis sort of criticism. 
Some subjects say they are hurt or upset, others are offended or 
resentful, annoyed or angry, others have contempt for, or hostile 
thoughts against, the critic. Some are hurt or dislike it 
because they feel they have made fools of themselves in some way. 
There is sometimes an intropunitive reaction, e.g.:
"It upsets me and I feel I shouldn't have said so much."
A similar reaction is seen in the two people who are conscious 
that they are not always consistent in their views and particu­
larly dislike their inconsistencies being pointed out. The 
reaction of being hurt or upset is more often found with tastes 
than opinions. A more usual reaction #ien the topic is religion 
or politics and the criticism is disliked, is to be annoyed or 
resentful, often because it is felt that these topics should not 
be criticised. In other cases it just annoys people that views 
different from their own are being expressed. The degree of 
annoyance seems generally to be less when tastes are attacked.
Some subjects feel hostile towards the critic but this is not 
very usual, more commonly the Hostility is against the views 
expressed rather than against the critic. Generally, though, 
criticism of tastes and opinions is not aisliked nearly as much 
as criticism of personality or appearance. There are exceptions 
when people are very religious or politically minded, or have a
great interest in one of the arts., but on the whole people are
less sensitive on these topics and are readier to see them just 
as topics for discussion.
iviore information was gained on this by asking subjects,
"When your tastes or opinions are criticised do you feel that you 
yourself are being personally criticised, involved or attacked in 
any way?" ^0 subjects said they did feel personally involved 
and 17 did not. There was a difference between the two groups of 
topics, generally religion and politics being more ego-involved. 
But as usual, different things are ego-involved for different 
people to varying extents, and for different reasons.
(ii) Conclusion on responses to criticism of tastes and opinions.
Many topics are oiscussed here together under the general 
title of tastes and opinions. Some, but not all, of the 
subjects’ interests are covered. In some cases, something is 
mentioned that is the guiding principle of the person’s life, 
this applies to politics in a few cases and religion in a few 
more. In other cases, one of the topics is the person’s main 
interest or hobby. In other cases, they are merely topics for 
discussion about which little is felt. The influences determin­
ing the reaction*to criticism of these topics are what is felt 
about the topics, how sure of himself the recipient is, and 
whether he considers the critic is an expert. There seems to be 
less dislike of this sort of criticism than that of the more 
obviously ego-involved topics such as personality and appearance. 
People are more influenced on tastes than opinions but usually 
only if the critic is an expert. Many subjects are prepared to
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argue but others feel these topics should not be discussed and 
so keep quiet.
b. Responses to criticism of family and friends.
(i) Results.
Subjects were asked about their reactions when people 
connected with them were criticised. Responses to criticism of 
tne recipient’s family or friends will be dealt with first. As 
stated in Chapter I, 4, it has long been recognised that people 
react emotionally to criticism of their loved ones. Love and j
friendship may be taken as terms expressing, among other things, 
degrees of ego-involvement. There are differences in reactions 
to criticism of friends and acquaintances, and also different 
degrees of ego-involvement with different members of the family. 
Here questions have been asked only about criticism of friends 
and immediate family such as parents, siblings, and husbands 
or wives. Usually there was not enough reason to investigate 
criticism of more distant family separately. 80 subjects 
answered the following questions in the interview: "How do you 
take criticism of your family or any member of your family, given 
by someone outside the family?" "How do you take criticism of 
your friends?" 5I were asked, "If your friends or family are 
criticised do you feel in any way that you yourself have been 
personally criticised or attacked?"
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TABLS XXXIX. REACTIONS TQ CRITICISM OP ONE’S PAvIILY.
RS.^_gRSB NO.OF SUBJECTS
GIVINQ IT."
e_a ions, Hos tile .
Annoyed, wild, furious, indignant, resent it ..........  21
Don’t like it, hate it ...................  *.11
Won’t take it although I criticise them myself.........  5
Hostility towards critic or criticism ..................  5
More annoyed than if I were criticised................. 2
React as to criticism of myself ........... ..........
45
Unfayourab]^_^eactign8,_ Not influenced.
Not influenced  ....................................... 1
Emotionally disturbed.
upset, miserable .............................   4
Sensitive, touchy about it ....................    ^
Onrush of onotion, feel it very much^   ...............  2
a
Fyrourable Reactions.
Listen if critic someone close or in family .......  8
All right if justified, if agree ......................  7
Influenced, might think it over later ...............   2
Try to react on grounds of pure reason  ............... _J[
1 8
Don’t mind. _
Don’t mind, not much offended  ........   a
Defensive Rebuttal.
Defend them, argue ...........      40
Defend them even if true  ..........................   12
Aggressive, flare up violently, hit back, return it, make
remarks about their families, etc....................... 8
Explain if true, make excus es  ......   4
Point out their good qualities  ................  1
Say nothing, say little.
Agree^under some circumstances ........    o
Would not argue (one - if true) ........... ........ .
11
 ^T ons .
Not encountered much or at all  .....
Depends on who is being criticised...................   4
Depends on what the criticism is ...........    4
Depends on the spirit in which it is given............. 2
Governed by what one ought to feel  .......... 1
Depends if worth while convincing the critic ...........  1
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TA3LE XL. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM OF ONE’S FRIENDS.
RESPONSE. NO.OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT."'
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Annoyed, lose temper, resent it, offended .............. 17
Don’t like it, feel it is an insult on my judgement ,,,,, 8
Won’t take it from anyone else although I do it ........ 2
Hostility towards critic or criticism ..................  2
Tend to keep my friends to myself in the future ......... 1
50
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Feel they donH know him  ......... ................  5
Not influenced ....................... ............ . 2
Emotionally disturbed.
Upset, hurt, unhappy ............. .....................  ^
Sensitive to it  ................................
4
Favourable Reactions .
Accept it later, listen sometimes, etc.................. 5
Interested in it, like it ..... ......... ..............  5
All right if in discussion in a group, or just gossip ... 2
Try to see other person’s point of view  ............... 1
ii
Don’t mind. Not hurt, not annoyed, not upset ....... E
Defensive Rebuttal.
Defend them, support them, argue, refute it  ......   45
Make excuses, explain if true  ....... ............  9
Defend them even if true ..............................  4
Deny it if untrue, say ’You don’t know them’ ...........  4*
Point out their good qualities ....... .................  3
Feel must justify fact one is friendly with them.......  1
Say nothing, agree openly.
Admit it if true .......................     o
Might agree, sometimes join i n .....................    4
Say nothing .............................................  4
If agree, keep tactfully silent .......................   __L
11
Other comments and conditions.
Tell the £?iend ...........................    1
Depends who critic is, all right if critic is also a
friend of the person criticised  ............    14
Depends on whether it is justified......................  o
Depends on v/ho is being criticised...............    2
Has not happened ........................................  2
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TABLE XLI. ANSWERS TO QUESTION, "DO YOU TAKE ORITI^CI^OT 
FRIENDS AND, FMlhY .PERBOimLY?"
ANSWER• NO.OF SUBJECTS
giving' IT.
Yes ...          91
No ..............................................  20
More with friends than family ...................  5
More with family than friends ...................  Ô
80 subjects spoke on their reactions if their families or 
friends were criticised. The main determinants of responses, 
apart from the topic, are what is thought about the relative or 
friend criticised and the degree of involvement over them, who 
the critic is, and whether the criticism is justifiedo But as 
can be seen from the tables, especially Table XXXIX, all the 
factors are of secondary importance when it is close family 
being criticised. With friends, where the c_onnection is often 
felt to be less close, these other factors are more important.
But to some extent, in both cases, the position of the 
critic is important. The results confirm the theory that there 
are different attitudes towards members and non-members of the 
in-group. Generally with family and friends, as with any other 
group, there is a more favourable reaction if a member of the 
in-group attacks the group or a member of it, than if the critic 
is an outsider. Similarly,, the friend criticising must be 
closer to the recipient than is the friend being attacked. When
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the critic belougs to the in-group there is not the same rush to 
the defence and a less emotional reaction, and sometimes the 
criticism will be listened to quite passively. The following 
quotations illustrate the differences between reactions to this 
sort of criticism given by different people:
"I think I tend to defend my friends. But if one of my 
friends was criticised by another, if I agreed, I wouldn’t 
defend them. If it was someone completely outside my 
circle of friends who was criticising I would defend my 
friend."
"With the.family my reacoions are, of course, to defend 
them, even if I agree. But it’s all right if it’s one 
member of the family criticising another."
But often, although this factor is of some importance, it is
outweighed by the fact that close friends or family are being-
criticised. The same can be said generally about the importance
of whether the criticism is justified or not. Reactions here
tend to follow the usual trend that one is less offended and
more influenced by justified criticism and answers unjustified
more. But, as noted in Chapter VI, 4, there is an exception
to this general tendency *en friends and family ax^ e criticised,
and there is often the same reaction to justified and unjustified
criticism, e.g.:
About friends:
"I get annoyed about that as well and stick up for them 
even if the other person is right."
About family:
"I usually fly up in defence of my family whether the 
criticism is justified or not."
But there are sometimes differences according to the truth of
the cri ti cism.
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The main determinant of reactions to this criticism there­
fore is just that friends or family are being criticised. It 
does not seem to matter much who witnin the immediate family is 
attacked, but with friends, the closer the friend criticised, 
the more emotion is felt.
51 subjects say that they feel it personally when their 
friends or families are criticised and this shows that there is 
much feeling generated in this situation. Many of the answers 
on personal involvement show that the criticism^ ,, is disliked 
and that people often react emotionally, feeling hurt or 
miserable or, more commonly, annoyed, e.g.:
"If my family were criticised I would take it as a 
personal insult. I remember a mistress at school said 
my brother was lazy and although I knev; it was true I 
felt wild. I was more annoyed than if she had said I 
was lazy."
On family;
"I should take it as being far more offensive than 
criticism of myself."
"I instinctively resent that. I immediately feel, ’That 
isn’t fairIV
On friends and family.
"I should be upset - it’s part of me being criticised 
especially if I like the person being criticised very 
much."
In answer to a question about personal involvement.
"With the family I should - not to much with friends.
The family is a unit of which I am a member ... If one 
member of the family was criticised, not the whole family, 
unless it was by someone inside the family, I would still 
feel resentful."
When the general emotional tone is, as these quotations suggest, 
so strong, it is not surprising that there is, in most cases, a
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strong overt reaction. The culture pattern of tnis community 
does not allow one to defend oneself as readily as one’s friends 
and family. Defence of friends and family is usually admired, 
but too strong defence of oneself is viewed with suspicion 
especially if one points out one’s good qualities, a reaction 
considered worthy if one is defending someone else. Thus it is 
not surprising that so many subjects say they make a defensive 
or aggressive response to criticism of friends and family. This 
defence is likely to be stronger if the criticism is unjustified, 
but even if it is thought to be true it is sometimes denied or 
defended or an explanation or excuses may be made. The following 
quotations illustrate different overt reactions and also the 
strong emotional tone:
"If anyone criticised any member of my family, even if 
the criticism was right, I should stand up for them."
"I get annoyed even though I know it may be true. One 
does stick up for and defend one’s family even if one is 
not on the best of terms with them."
Qua.
"I should probably instinctively try to defend them. My 
first reaction certainly would be to defend them, then I 
might think it over more."
"I should stand up for my friends. It doesn’t make much
difference who it is criticising, but if it is a mutual
friend talking rationally, I might be less inclined to
be irrational in my defence."
Thus the typical reaction is to make an overt response. Often
people themselves criticise their friends or families but will
not allow anyone else to do so even though they themselves may
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say worse things than the critic does, e.g.:
On friends.
"I would resent it strongly. I can say filthy things 
myself but won’t stand anyone else saying anything."
On family.
"I very much tend to criticise my own family but I feel 
very annoyed if other people have enough presumption to 
criticise my family. , It’s bad taste to criticise anyone’s 
family so I feel annoyed even though I criticise them 
myself."
Two subjects say they join in criticism of their friends, but 
both say they feel guilty for doing it or enjoying it. Thus 
many subjects dislike this criticism, are angry, and tend to 
defend the friend or relative that is criticised. But not all 
subjects react in this way. 9 say it does not matter very much 
to them if their families are criticised and 7 say it does not 
mean much if their friends are criticised. As might be expected, 
these subjects do not have the usual immediate defensive or 
aggressive response. In these cases there is likely to be less 
involvement with the friends or family concerned. Examples can 
be given from subjects who say they do not mind much:
About friends.
"They often do it but it is usually in general discus ti ion.
I don’t feel it strongly personally. I am generally 
interested in discussing people."
"I have no feeling about that except that if I agree, I 
feel ratner uncomfortable about being disloyal or about 
enjoying criticism of my friends., This shows, I think, 
that friendship is not unmixed and may be ambivalent."
About family.
"It doesn’t matter to me. I regard myself as a separate 
individual not responsible for them."
These people do not seem to care so much about their friends
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and faiailies. But it does not necessarily mean subjects care 
less if they do not defend their relatives and friends overtly.
Generally people are not influenced by this type of 
criticism. Although the criticism may be recognised as true, 
it does not affect the relationship of the friend or relative 
and subject. Usually, new accusations are not believed, but 
there are a few exceptions. However, the usual reaction is not 
to be influenced, but to be anotionally disturbed and to defend 
the friends or family that have been criticised.
In the case of friends, a few instances were noted of a 
point that is important when more structured groups are involved 
If the friends were criticised as a group, people tended to be 
more offended and more openly aggressive than if the friends 
were criticised as individuals. There is a feeling that any 
generalised criticism of a group is wrong and offensive.
(ii) Conclusion on reactions to criticism of friends and family.
Thus, the usual reaction to criticism of friends and family 
is fairly clear-cut. The criticism is aisliked and an attempt 
is made to defend the person criticised, often vehemently. The 
topic is usually of supreme importance in this situation, other 
factors, such as the truth of the criticism, the critic’s manner 
and intentions being of secondary importance. The position of 
the critic, however, often matters as people react more favoura­
bly when a member of the group is criticising the group than if 
the critic is an outsider. The degree of affection for the 
person criticised is important and the recipient’s relative
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affection for tne person criticised and the critic. With a. 
few exceptions, however, the general reaction is to feel resent­
ful and to make an overt defence or attack.
The same is true of the results of Projection Test P 
(Chapter VII, 4), where the cnaracter’s best friend is criticised 
by a group of people. Most subjects said they defended their 
friend and felt angry or embarrassed.
Responses to criticism of groups.
(i) Results.
In this section, reactions to criticism of groups or 
institutions, other than families and friends, are being 
considered. In the interview subjects were asked "How do you 
take criticism of any group or institution with wnich you have
been connected in any way, e.g..... " A few appropriate
examples were given, such as country, college, profession or 
trade, club, religious group, and others. Subjects were also 
asked how they took general criticism of their work; if the 
subject was a chemist he was asked, how he would react to criticisi 
about working in chemistry. This question often brought answers 
dealing with subjects’ reactions to criticism of their profession^ 
and these will be included here.
In most cases, the group or institution may be regarded as 
an entity, one’s country, old school, profession, etc., or as a 
group of people, one’s countrymen, old schoolfellows, etc.
There is ego-involvement to greater and lesser extents 1j -
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for different groups and institutions.
Some subjects spoke generally on bow they react to this 
sort of criticism and others spoke more particularly about some 
special group. In Table C^LU no difference has been made 
according to tne group criticised. 7Ô subjects spoke about their 
reactions to this sort of criticism.
TABLE XLII. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM OF GROUPS AND INSTITUTIONS.
RESPONSE. NOUOF SUBJECTS
Unfavourable Reactions, Entile . GIVING IT.
Annoyed ......................................... il. 1 7
Don’t like it, resent it ...........................  16
Lose temper ....................................  b
Hostility against critic or criticism ..............  5
44
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Think they don t know anything about Tt ..........  15
Don’t take much notice, not influenced  ............ 6
Emotionally disturbed.
Feel strongly about it, deeply sensitive ..........  12
Upset, hurt ...........................    _6
iâ
Favourable Reactions.
Agree, accept it if justified......................  11
Try to look at it objectively, see other viewpoint ... 7
Feel they are right, influenced........ .......... . 4
Consider it, listen to it .....    2
Interested, welcome it ...................    _J_
2S
Don’t mind.
Don’t mind, not annoyed, not disturbed, etc........  59
Feel apart from the group  ......
Defensive rebuttal.
Defend them,” explain, answer the critic, discuss it .. 14
Point out good aspects of the group ................  _5l
11
thing, say ,litt_le-
Change the subject ................     g
Don’t defena them, don’t discuss it ................. 5
Feel I don’t know^  enough to defend them............. __1
il
DthAn comments and conditions.
Depends on the criticism............................  ^
Depends on the way it is meant  ....................  2
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TABLE XLIII. . ANSWERS TO Q,UESTION. "DO YOU TAKE CRITICISM OF
GROUPS PERSONALLY?"^
ANSWER. No. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Yes .................. ............. ..... ..... . 27
No ......................... ......................  14
As always, certain other factors are important in determining 
the responses. When groups and associations are being attacked 
the most important other factor is the position of the critic. 
If the critic is a member of the in-group, there is less 
resentment and annoyance, the criticism is accepted more easily 
and there is less likely to be a strong overt defensive or 
aggressive response. Examples can be given showing reactions 
to the criticism of outsiders.
Profession.
"I don’t get annoyed when research workers are criticised 
for wasting time. I just think a person outside the 
group cannot understand what research work is like."
"With any institution I would defend them more to an 
-outsider than to a member of the group, for example my 
political party or sociologists." (S’s profession).
"Criticism of scientists as a whole, if it was by another 
-scientist, I would just discuss it. If it was from 
someone outside the group I would just think they don’t 
know anything about it,"
When one’s work is criticised by someone outside the group,
the main reaction is often to feel that the critic knows
nothing about it. This has an element of hostility against the
critic and is also a defence mechanism since if the critic
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knows nothing, the criticism must he meaningless.
No other factors are of any particular importance in this 
situation. The justification of the criticism, the critic’s 
manner and intentions are mentioned by a few subjects. But 
what is felt about the group under criticism is important. If 
one has no connection with a group^criticism of it is not taken 
personally. But one may have an objective connection with a 
group and still feel hardly involved with it, so the important 
fact is the degree of psychological involvement. People with 
the same objective attachment, for example belonging to the 
same country, may still have different degrees of ego-involvement 
or patriotic sentiments, ana so react differently to criticism 
of the country.
There are individueil differences in the strengtn of 
sentiments of this type, one person v/ill feel strongly about 
many groups and another may hardly be moved at all by this sort 
of criticism. Differences are also evident in feelings of 
subjects towards different groups. For tnis reason it has not 
been thought necessary to separate ziie groups mentioned into 
different categories as the main factor is not the nature of the 
group but the psychological attachment to it. The only differercé 
noted was that people tend to be more sensitive to criticism of
minority groups.
Generally reactions seem to show that criticism of groups 
and institutions is not disliked as #uch as criticism of 
appearance# personality or friends and families. These groups
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are not usually felt to be as close to the self as these other 
topics. But many subjects say they hislike this type of 
criticism or have reactions of annoyance, resentment, or 
hostility or are hurt by it, e.g.:
"I remember being criticised on my nationality by 
foreigners. I was quite hurt by what they said."
"I feel it deeply if my church is criticised."
27 subjects say they feel personally involved after the 
criticism:
"If scientists as a whole are criticised, I feel more 
deeply about it and do feel personally involved."
"I feel personally involved if tailors, my own trade, are 
criticised."
But in contrast to the situation in I'vhich friends and 
family are criticised, 59 subjects say they do not mind or 
resent this criticism and 5 say that v/hen it occurs they feel 
apart from the group being criticised. These numbers are quite 
high and seem to confirm the theory that these topics are not 
usually as important to the person as others closer to the self. 
The following are examples illustrating this attitude of not 
caring, sometimes on a particular group, sometimes generally:
"I would never resent criticism of tnis sort - not in a 
serious way."
"As far as my country is concerned, I tend to feel more 
internationally minded, so it doesn’t worry me."
"It doesn’t worry me in the least. I have no loyalty 
towards such institutions, not country, not college.
I don’t feel particularly connected with any group."
"I’m more detached than about friends and family as I 
feel it doesn’t really apply to me - so I don’t get 
violent about it."
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Subjects are divided about evenly into those who feel criticism 
of this sort as criticism, and those who are largely unaffected 
by it.
It is common to argue, answer back or to defend the topic 
of the criticism. Even subjects who do not feel strongly over
a group still often react in this way, especially when the critic
is an outsider. Overt responses include non-aggressive 
discussion, stronger defence, and much more aggressive argument 
or attack. But in general the degree of aggression is lower 
than with other topics such as appearance or family, indicating 
that less emotion is generated. The following illustrate 
typical overt responses:
"I would defend my view-point for any group, country or 
profession."
"I’d stick up for my school even though I’d agree with
what was said. I stick up for my college and if it was
a question of politics or Jews, I would too."
"I’d be inclined to point out that it has its good points 
as well. And if I didn’t think it was justified. I’d 
say why."
"I feel strongly about it. With the medical profession I 
feel it’s up to me to lie but I know it’s not always 
good and sometimes the criticism is justified. I try to 
defend them and give excuses."
In this last case the group is defended although the criticism
is justified, but this reaction was less common than when
friends or family were criticised.
There are exceptions to the usual tendency and some people 
do not defend the criticised group, but this seems to be a 
particular reaction of the subjects rather than specifically
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due to the topic being criticised. In some cases where this
type of criticism is not important to the subject, they pass it
off as a joke.
Typically, people are not influenced by this sort of
criticism, only 5 saying they are influenced. But others say
that if it is justified they accept it or agree with it, sometimsE
only if the critic is a member of the group or else when the
group is unimportant to the recipient and he can admit the
criticism is right with little emotional disturbance. Other
subjects say they try to judge objectively whether the criticism
is justified. A few examples will be given of subjects who
listen to or are influenced by, the criticism:
"I accept Einy criticism that can be made about college."
"I listen to the criticism and if it is the truth I 
agree with it."
"With my club there are some things which are wrong and
some that are right, and you’ve just got to accept it.
So if I thought the thing was wrong and somebody said 
it, I would just agree vdth it."
Generally, though, this criticism has little effect, and little
notice is taken of it.
(ii) Conclusion on reactions when groups are criticised.
Thus the typical reaction to criticism of groups and 
institutions with which the subject is, or has been, connected, 
is to defend the group but without much aggression. It is often 
a discussion rather than an argument. But this sort of criticism 
is more often disliked than liked, even though the dislike is
not as great as over criticism of other topics usually considered
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closer to the self* It Is disliked according to the degree of 
ego-involvement, and when the critic is not a member of the in­
group being criticised, there tends to be more hostility.
8. Responses to criticism of work.
(i) Results.
Responses to criticism of work are even more varied than 
responses to criticism of other topics, reactions varying from 
liking the criticism very much and finding it impossible to work 
without it, to making a point of ignoring all criticism of work 
and disliking it when it occurs. In everyday life there ps 
probably more criticism of. work than of anything else.
In the interview, questions were asked on how subjects took 
criticism of their work and then later in the interview they were
I
asked how they took criticism from different people, among whom 
were an expert in his own field, a layman in the field in which 
the subject is more expert, someone in a superior position at 
work or college, and someone in an inferioruposition. In all 
these cases the criticism is usually on work and the answers are 
included in Table XLIV. Table XLIV is, as usual, a list of the 
numbers of subjects that say that under some circumstances they 
would react in this way. Thus it is possible for the answer of 
one subject to be classified under liking the criticism, resenting 
it and other reactions, as these reactions take place under 
different circumstances.
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TABLE XLIV. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM OF WORK.
RESPONSE. NO._Jg_ SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Annoyed, angry, lose temper, roused ................. 55
Resent it, offended, impatient, dislike it, bate it .. 52
Hostile thoughts, suspicious ...........     21
Feel I’m being persecuted, wonder why I’m picked on... 2
Sulk, pretend not to notice ......    2
Feel frustrated ......................    1
Say things beuind their backs ................    1
Unfavour able Reactions, Not influenced.
Ignore it, take no notice, forget it  ................ 50
Don’t take it     1 7
Not influenced, don’t listen  ................... I4
Feel sur^ e I’m right, critic wrong, disagree  ......  11
Feel they don’t understemd .......................... 7
Don’t act on it, don’t make use of it ......   6
Emotionally disturbed.
Depressed, hurt, upset, taken aback, mind it ........ 27
Feel inferior, small, apologetic, intropunitive ..... 12
Very sensitive to it ................................._5
42
Favourable Reactions.
Take notice of it, think about it, influenced......   46
Take it, (52 from expert) ..................   42
Listen.......................................... . •. 56
Act on it, make use of it, do work again, etc......... 54
Take it well, take it without resentment .....   0^
Like it, welcome it, want it, ask for it ............ 29
Find it useful, realise it’s for your own good ....... 28
Agree if justified, feel they’re right .............. 7
Interested .........................................  5
Make resolutions to work harder, mean to act on it ... 2
Ask for more details ..............................   2
Prefer it to people saying nothing.................. _1
252
Don’t mind.
Don’t mind, not worried by it, not hurt .............. 16
Defensive _ReW11al.
Argue, defend'self, make excuses, explain, etc.....   61
Outwardly aggressive ...............................  7
Try to convince them........     __2
Z4
Say little, say nothing,_.qutwarüy__ag^.
Don’t say anything, say little ...................... 25
Have to agree outv/ardly, don’t make a fuss .......... 20
No use arguing .....................................  5
Be deferent, act diplomatically .....................
15.
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Criticism from different people is analysed more fully in 
Chapter IV but the reactions to different critics must be 
mentioned briefly here, as the position of the critic is of 
considerable importance. When the critic is an expert subjects 
showed themselves ready to listen to the criticism, they act 
on it, like it and find it useful. There was very little resent­
ment. Generally subjects sai(d. they were quiet before someone 
they considered an expert. Wlxen the critic is a layman and 
the topic of criticism is work, subjects are not so ready to 
listen or take notice and there is some resentment. A common 
reaction is to argue or to show the layman where he is wrong, 
but some subjects suggest that to discuss with a layman is to 
pay him a compliment. When the critic is in a superior position 
at the subject’s college or work-place, the reaction is 
influenced by the fact that the recipient cannot say what he 
thinks. Often there has to be more outward agreement than is ' 
felt, and this causes resentment and frustration. The superior 
is often judged according to whether the subject thinks he is 
an expert or not. The same applies to a critic in an inferior 
position, as it v/as pointed out that he might still know more. 
Generally as there is much less fear in connection \’hth criticism 
from an inferior, there is less tension and perhaps less 
resentment. But not very much notice is taken of the criticism.
Other factors were also important in determining the 
reaction. 4/ subjects mentioned as a determinant, whether the 
criticism was justified or not. There are a few exceptions.
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but generally if criticism is thought to* be justified, people 
are more likely to act on it and less likely to resent it. 
Sometimes, though, if it is true there is even more resentment.
The critic’s manner and intentions were also mentioned.
As usual, if the criticism is put tactfully and in private, 
people are more likely to listen. They also prefer criticism 
when it is meant to be helpful rather than malicious.
There are also different reactions when subjects are and 
are not sure of themselves. Subjects are more likely to defend 
their work when they are sure and are less likely to be 
influeneedo The type of criticism given is another important
factor and following the usual trend, constructive criticism is 
preferred to destructive, and detailed to vague, except when 
the critic is a layman on a technical topic and then detailed 
criticism is thought to be useless. Another factor affecting 
the reception of criticism of work is how much effort the person 
has put into the work and vhat he thinks of it. The tendency 
is to be more upset if much effort has been put into it. Another 
point mentioned by a few people is. how soon after the work was 
done the criticism is given. There seems to be more ego- 
involvement if the work was done recently. -
The first obvious point to be noted in Table XLIV is that, 
far more than with any other topic, subjects say they like tnis 
sort of criticism, find it useful and act on it. All subjects 
say that at some time they have a favourable reaction to criti ci- 
ism of their work. Generally, then, tnis criticism seems to
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have some effect and. people like it and use it. Favourable 
responses come most readily when the critic is recognised as 
an expert by the recipient. But it is admitted that often a 
layman’s criticisms may be useful in presenting a new point of 
view. A few subjects nearly always seem to resent criticism of 
their work but even these say that at times it is useful. Others 
are more emphatic, some saying that without criticism it v/ould 
be impossible to learn anything. It is an important point that 
it is usually much easier to act on criticism of work than on 
less concrete topics such as personality characteristics or 
opinions. A few examples will be given of the receptive, 
favourable attitude to criticism of work and typical situations 
when this attitude occurs:
"Mien it is an expert criticising I would accept it in 
general, perhaps almost too much so. If he is known as 
an expert in that field perhaps I would just accept the 
criticism blindly."
"I listen to criticism by the expert in his own field. In
my music lessons I v/ould never argue with it. I could
make use of the criticism. I would listen to anybody who 
knew more than I did."
"If it’s informed criticism I welcome it and go out of my 
way to get it."
"I listen to it and take it. I feel I wouldn’t learn if I 
didn’t get it."
"If it’s justified criticism, even if it’s a little sharp 
I try to apply myself so as not to be open to it again."
But this sort of criticism is not always liked nor is it
always thought to be useful. Under some circumstances it is as 
bitterly resented as other criticism and people react by feeling
hurt, upset, depressed, or annoyed. There are great inaividual
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differences between people, some only having this negative 
attitude under occasional unusual circumstances and others 
feeling resentful almost every time their work is criticised. 
Generally, though, the degree of bitterness and dislike is not 
as great as it was with other topics, for example, personality 
and friends and family. However, examples will be shown of 
typical cases vshere negative attitudes tend to occur:
y'ifâLl I think you feel a bit downcast. You’ve put your time 
and energy into it. You don’t expect to be perfect but 
momentarily one alwa^ /'s hopes to get a better mark than one 
does."
"%en an expert gives it, it makes you feel quite inferior 
even though you know you are not up to their standards 
and long experience."
"Usually I don’t like it very much as I’m not sure the 
person giving it is better informed than I."
"On the vihole if it is adverse I feel angry even if I 
agree with the criticism. I’m very ruthless with my own 
things but I feel hurt if other people are."
There are differences in how much this criticism is followed. 
ÀS noted, a typical reaction is to think it useful and to do 
something about it. But many subjects say they dislike this 
sort of criticism and are not influenced by it or do not listen 
to it. This reaction is most often found when the critic is not 
an expert and the recipient does not lespect his opinions. 
Examples can be given of instances v\tien no notice is taken of 
the criticism or it is not considered useful.
"Yi/lien the criticism is given by somebody #10 is not an 
expert I think, 'Silly fools' and aon't take much notice."
"In the first place I won’t take any criticism from anyone 
who doesn't appear to have reasoned about what they're 
saying. "
-26/-
"Generally I would not be Influenced by criticism from 
a layman."
There are also differences in overt reactions to the 
criticism. In some cases nothing is said in response, in others 
the subject says he defends himself or argues and in others more 
aggression is shown. If the critic is an expert subjects tend 
to keep quiet, e.g.:
”If it was an expert I would hardly dare say a word except 
to ask questions.’*
When the critic is in a superior position there is usueilly a
feeling that one has to act diplomatically and therefore it is
not wise to say too much, e.g.:
**If I am criticised I can only agree. I can't make a 
fuss if she (S's superior) criticises me as it would be 
unwise.’*
But there are other reasons for not making an overt response 
to the criticism. Sometimes when the critic has far less 
Knowledge than the recipient, the latter feels it is too much 
trouble to make him understand, so says nothing. Also people 
tend to keep quiet when they are criticised justly and when they 
are not sure of themselves. Some keep quiet as their natural 
reaction when they have been badly hurt. ^
It is more common, how^ ever, to defend the work or argue 
with the critic, explain vhat was intended or some similar 
reaction. There are situations in which this reaction is more 
usual than in others, for example, the opposite situations of 
those described when people keep quiet. If the critic is a 
layman or someone in an inferior position, people are more
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likely to defend themselves, argue or explain, e.g.:
’’It's a nice feeling to he able to tell someone something. 
Therefore my normal response is to point out some of my 
knowledge.”
When critic is a layman:
”I ask him to substantiate his views and prove what he 
says. I then explain my point of view and hope to bring 
him round to my way of thinking.”
To explain is also common when the critic is someone with as
much or more knowledge than the recipient. It is true that many ’
people are silent before an expert, but to defend one's work
seems to be a natural reaction and occurs with all degrees of ;
aggression from a dispassionate explanation to losing one's
temper:
’’First of all I check through the work myself to be sure 
it's all ri^t ... If the criticism is not justified I 
explain rather strongly and in a rather annoyed manner 
say what is wrong with the criticism.”
”If I felt I was on fairly safe ground I should undoubtedly 
have some thing to say about it and I might get cross. ”
’’I'll defend myself but I usually realise quite quickly 
whether it is justified or not .... If it is unjustified 
I adopt a slightly superior attitude and put him right.”
(ii) Conclusion on responses to criticism of work.
It is difficult to describe the typical reaction to ^
criticism of work as it depends a good deal on other factors, 
notably who the critic is, what is thought of the work and the 
criticism, besides the recipient's personality. But when all 
responses are considered, it is obvious that this sort of 
criticism is appreciated far more than any other. It is thought
to be useful, often welcomed, and people seem to make use of it
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by following advice far more than on any other topic. This is 
probably for a nwaber of reasons. In this situation a person 
very often wants to learn and. feels he can learn by receiving 
criticism of what he has done and acting on it ; therefore he 
wants the criticism. The criticism is often given by an 
acknowledged expert, it is easier to recognise an expert in the 
field of work than, for example, on personality, appearance or 
Opinions. Also it is often easier to do something about the 
criticism when work is the topic than when other things are 
attacked. This is especially true when small details of work 
are criticised, but may even apply to criticism of the whole 
method or approach.
But the fact that so many people are ready to listen to 
criticism of their work does not mean that they do not feel 
emotional about it. There is evidence of much ego-involvement 
but, as usual, more with some people than others. Some people 
are depressed or feel inferior after criticism and others feel 
annoyed. There is usually resentment when the critic is 
considered to be unqualified to criticise, or the criticism is 
thought to be unjustified or stupid. In these circumstances a 
strong defence of the work is more likely.
Conclusion on the topic of the criticism.
The topic of the criticism is obviously a very important 
factor determining the reaction, and it has been found that
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when certain topics are criticised, reactions tend, to follow 
certain patterns. The tendencies found in the present study are 
put shortly in the following table.
TABLE XLV. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM ON DIFFERENT TOPICS.
xtBAO]:iONS
TOPICS
Favour 1 Don* t 
-able.\mind.
Upset jHostile 
etc. _ Ipisllice
Ignore
it.
Defence. Say
nothing.
Personality 62 : 16 19 46 25 55
Appear ance
. -
76 24 20 i 35 52 15
---- -
Taste in 
the arts. ,
50 9 6 17
. i.
47 29
r- — ------
14
Opinions, ; 
religion, ; 2^  | 14-
politi cs.__' _
Family.
Friends.
18 I 9
11
19
45
26 42
1 65
22
11
I 8 4 30
Groups 25 i it-5 ; 18 44
7
19
64
19
17
11
Work. ; 262 I 16 I 42 98 85 74 Ï 55
Topics here have been classified into various groups and 
some generalisations have been made on the reception of criticism 
on the various groups. But trie se are only tentative since 
each criticism situation is unique and the reaction is determined 
by a number of factors in each case. In some cases, the topic 
of the criticism is more important and in others less important. 
But the tendencies in reaction to groups of topics that were 
found were sometimes clear cut and will be discussed bri efly.
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The figures in Table XLV are not intended for direct 
comparison between topics, as people said more about some topics 
than others, but it can still be seen tnat certain reactions tend 
to occur more often \vb.en some things are criticised.
\Vhen the topic of the criticism is behaviour, a personality 
trait or the personality, generally, there is often great resent­
ment. These topics were mentioned far more than any others in 
answer to the question referring to the type of criticism that 
hurts most. But, as seen in Table XLV, there is a strong 
tendency to take some notice of this sort of criticism. This is 
probably because the recipient feels an important part of himself 
is* being criticised and he wants to correct the fault. Some 
people do not answer this criticism but others feel it is 
important and must be answered.
Many subjects also react unfavourably to criticism of their 
appearance and clothes. Some dislike it and are annoyed and 
others are hurt. But generally there is less sensitivity over 
appearance than over personality, although there are exceptions. 
It is not so usual to answer criticism of clothes. Notice is 
often taken of the criticism, perhaps because it is often quite 
easy to remedy a slight fault in one's appearance.
The main point about responses to criticism of tastes and 
opinions is that less emotion is generated than over appearance 
and personality. There are exceptions, people who have strong 
sentiments concerning religion, politics, or the arts, but 
generally this set of topics is less ego-involved than appearance
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or p ers ornai it y. More people ans wer the criticism than are 
silent before it, but the general response is discussion rather 
than fierce argument, although there may be more outward, anger 
than when defending the self, since defence is permitted to an 
extent to which defence of the self is not. But usually there 
is less emotion felt. The tendency is not to be greatly 
influenced unless the critic is an expert.
There is more hostility men one's family and friends are 
criticised, and rather more over family than friends. In both 
cases there is a rush to defend the friends or family, more than , 
when anything else is criticised. There is much emotion 
generated and subjects nearly always dislike this criticism. 
People are usually hurt, annoyed, or both, and make some sort 
of overt response, which is often aggressive.
When groups with which the subject is connected are criti­
cised, subjects tend to feel strongly over some groups but not 
over others. Thus both the ’’upset” and ’’don't mind” columns in 
Table XLV are high. As always, there are great individual 
differences, some people minding this sort of criticism more than 
others do, and it is important biat different groups are ego- 
involved for different individuals. As a rule, criticism of 
groups and associations, as of opinions and tastes, generates 
less emotion than criticism of topics closer to the recipient, 
himself, his family and friends.
Criticism of work is rather different as it occurs in a 
different sphere of life to the other topics mentioned, usually
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taking place vhen the recipient is working and not in the social 
sphere which is probably the setting for most other criticism.
As far as any gene redis ati on can be made, there seems to be 
less resentment of this criticism than over criticism of other 
topics. It is often thought to be useful and it has more 
obvious use than most other criticism. Whether it is answered 
or not depends very largely on the other factors, such as whether 
it is thought to be justified and the position of the critic.
It is considered a virtue in our culture pattern to be able to 
take criticism of work and act on it. The criticism often refers 
to a simple point that can easily be changed. It is supposed to 
be a sign of a well-balanced person as against one showing 
neurotic tendencies, that he reacts well to criticism, especially 
criticism of wrk. Every subject interviewed said that under 
some circumstances le reacted favourably, though many had 
unfavourable reactions too. This unanimous approval was not 
found with any other topic.
The one generalisation that can be made with regard to the 
topic of the criticism, is that the reaction depends on the 
degree of ego-involvement over the object being criticised. But 
the overt response cannot be predicted simply by ascertaining 
the degree of ego-involvement, nor can the particular emotion 
felt, depression, anger, personal hostility against the critic, 
be predicted. A reaction is never due to one factor in the 
situation, even a factor of such obvious importance as the 
topic of the criticism. But since each factor is of some
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importance in affecting the response, an attempt has been made 
to illustrate some of the tendencies in response that occur 
when certain topics are criticised.
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TABLB XLVI c o n t in u e d .
Put as a j o k e ...................................................................................................  g
J o v ia l  .......................................................................................................................  ^
D ogm atic   .................. .................................. .........................................................  ^
As an a s s e r t io n ,  la y in g  down th e  la w , f o r c i b l y ...................... ^
S a r c a s t ic a l ly  .................................... ................................................................ 2
Showing o f f  know ledge ....................................................................................  2
B r u t a l ,  c ru d e  ......................................................................................................... 2
S h o u ted , d ec la im ed    ....................................................... ........................... 2
J u s t as an o p in io n   ...........................................    2
W ith  no p a t r o n a g e ........................................................       2
Hum ble, modest ..............................................................................    2
Through n o te s   ............................................................................   1
R e p r o a c h f u l l y ............................... ............................. .......................................  1
E m o t i o n a l l y ............. .................................................................................... .. 1
J u s t  show ing what is  w rong  ........................................... ................. 1
Many o f th e s e  term s are synonym s, o r  v e ry  c lo s e  in  m eaning .
20  s u b je c ts  e x p la in  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e  to  the  c r i t i c * s  manner
b y  g iv in g  p o s s ib le  form s o f  c r i t i c i s m  and th e  e f f e c t  th e s e  words
w ould h a v e , e . g . :
”I  would a c c e p t , * I f  I  were yo u , I  w ould . . . * ”
" I f  a p e rs o n  comes a lo n g , lo o k s  a t my w ork and s a y s , *1  
t h in k  th a t  * s s h o c k in g * , and doesn* t  know th e  prob lem s  
con nected  w ith  the w ork , I  ig n o re  i t . "
I n  most o f  th e s e  c a s e s , t a c t  is  demanded, b u t two p e o p le  say
th e y  p r e f e r  i t  p u t more b l u n t l y .
7 s u b je c ts  say t h e i r  r e c e p t io n  o f  c r i t i c is m  from  d i f f e r e n t
p e o p le  v a r ie s  b ecau se o f  t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  m anners, e . g . :
" I  a c c ep t i t  more e a s i ly  fro m  my fa th e r  as he is  more 
t a c t f u l .  My m other s a y s , *You m ustn ’ t  do t h i s * .  My 
f a t h e r  s a y s , ’ W ouldn’ t  i t  be a good th in g  i f  . . . ’ "
Terms used by  s u b je d ts  to  d e s c r ib e  th e  c r i t i c ’ s manner can  
b e  d iv id e d  in to  th e  f o l lo w in g  g ro u p s:
A . C r i t ic is m  p u t ’ g e n t ly ’ , ’ t a c t f u l l y ’ , ’ re a s o n a b ly ’ , e t c .
B . C r i t ic is m  p u t ’ r u d e ly ’ , ’ b l u n t l y ’ , ’ s t r a ig h t  o u t * ,
’ aggress i v e l y ’ , e t c .
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G. C r i t ic is m  put in  such a way th a t  th e  r e c ip ie n t  is  t r e a t e d  
as an i n f e r i o r ,  e .g .  ’ o f f i c i o u s * ,  ’ in  a s u p e r io r  way’ , 
’ c o n d e sc e n d in g Î e tc .
( i i )  Responses to  c r i t i c is m  in  Group A .
Responses to  c r i t ic is m  made in  a t a c t f u l ,  p le a s a n t w ay, 
were la r g e ly  fa v o u r a b le .
TABLE X L V I I . REACTIONS TO GENTLE. PLEASANT C R IT IC IS M . GROUP A .
RESPONSE NOL OF SUBJECTS
GIVING  I T .
U n fa v o u ra b le  R e a c t io n s . Don’ t  l i k e  i t . h a te  i t   ...................... 2
U n fa v o u ra b le  R e a c t io n s , Not i n f l u e n c e d        T
E m o tio n a lly  d is t u r b e d , u n c o m fo rta b le   .............................T
F a v o u ra b le  R e a c tio n s  . L ik e  i t ,  e tc .
A ccept i t ,  take  i t ,  more l i k e l y  to  ta k e  i t ,  e tc   . . . I 4
L is t e n  o r more l i k e l y  t o  l i s t e n ................................. ...........................1 0
More l i k e l y  to  ta k e  i t  s e r io u s ly ,  take  more n o t ic e  . . . . . .  7
P r e f e r  i t ,  can stand f a r  more o f  i t  .................   4
A ccept i t  o r r e je c t  i t  on i t s  m e r its  ...........................     4
A c t on i t  .......................................................     2
G l a d ..................................................................................... ...........................................  1
" I  f e e l  t h e y ’ r e  d o in g  i t  f o r  my own good" .................................... 1
Don’ t  m in d , n o t 'o f fe n d e d ,  e tc .   ......................   10
Thus most p e o p le  p r e f e r  c r i t i c i s m  to  be g iv e n  in  a q u ie t e r ,  
more t a c t f u l  m anner. O nly  4 resp o n ses  suggest th e  o p p o s ite .
The f o l lo w in g  a re  exam ples o f th e  u s u a l a t t i t u d e :
" I f  th e y  do i t  t a c t f u l l y ,  I  f e e l  th e y ’ re  d o in g  i t  f o r  my 
own g o o d ."
" I f  i t ’ s p u t n i c e l y ,  I  te n d  to  ta k e  i t  more s e r io u s ly ."
" I  p r e f e r  i t  to  be p u t more t a c t f u l l y ,  i t  h u r ts  le s s . "
" I  l i s t e n  more i f  i t ’ s s a id  n ic e l y . "
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( i i i )  Responses to  c r i t i c i s m  in  Group B .
Responses to  c r i t i c is m  made r u d e ly ,  s a r c a s t ic a l l y ,  b lu n t ly  
o r  n a s t i l y ,  w ere o f t e n  a g g re s s iv e .
TABLE X L V I I I .  REACTIONS TO NASTY, RUDE C R IT IC IS M . GROUP B .
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING I T .
U n fa v o u ra b le  R e a c tio n s , H o s t i l e .
Annoyed, a n g ry , lo s e  te m p e r, i r r i t a t e d  .................................... 12
D i s l i k e  i t ,  o b je c t  to  i t ,  can ’ t  s ta n d  i t ,  e t c ..................... 8
R esent i t ,  "P u ts  my b a c k  u p "        8
F e e l th ey  a re  a g a in s t me, t r y in g  to  be n a s t y ..................... 2
] 0
U n fa v o u ra b le  R e a c t io n s , Not in f lu e n c e d .
R e j e c t  i t  at the t im e , o n ly  c o n s id e r  i t  l a t e r  . . . . . . . .  6
Bon’ t  l i s t e n ,  ta k e  l i t t l e  n o t ic e ,  a n t i -s u g g e s t iv e  ........... 5
Don’ t  ta k e  i t , n o t a f fe c t e d  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
E m o tio n a lly  d is tu r b e d , h u r t ,  u p s e t.
F a v o u ra b le  R e a c t io n s .
P r e fe r  i t ,  enjoy i t  ......................................................................................  5
L is t e n  more   ............................................. ............................................... 1
D e fe n s iv e  R e b u t ta l .
R ea c t i n  s e lf? d e fe n c e , be on the d e f e n s i v e ............ .............  2
Rude  .............................................       1
i
Say n o th in g , le a v e  them , change th e  s u b je c t   ....................  2
W ith  a few  e x c e p tio n s , th is  s o r t  o f  c r i t i c i s m  is  d is l ik e d  
and ig n o re d , e .g . :
" I f  I  thought i t  was g iv e n  in  an o f fe n s iv e  m anner, I  was 
i r r i t a t e d . "
" I  f e e l  resentm ent a t  an unm annerly  a p p ro a c h ."
" I f  i t  was g ive n  in  a h a s ty  w ay, I  m ight be annoyed th e n  
even i f  i t  was j u s t i f i e d . "
" I f  i t ’ s to o  b lu n t  i n  i t s  d is a p p r o v a l,  I  g e t ann oyed ."
The g e n e ra l tre n d  is  to  f e e l  annoyed or r e s e n t f u l  ra th e r  th a n
-279-
hurt o. A few subjects seem to prefer to be criticised in a
blunter fashion,, e.g.:
"One doesn’t like to feel it’à too wrapped up.. If it 
-Comes naturally in a certain way,, it’s much better than 
if it’s drèsseô. up and given bit by bit and the pill 
sugared."
"I don’t feel politeness is necessary, it’s like a lack 
.of trust, shows you’re afraid the person-might take it 
badly.. But I don’t-like rudeness.
Here "politeness" seems to mean artificial politeness.. But a
few people seem to regard tactfulness as being insincere or
evading the issue.
(iv) Responses to criticism in Group 0.
This refers to criticism given in such a way that the
recipient is made to feel inferior.. Terms used include
’domineering ’ ’officious ’ , ’condescending ’ .  I
TABLE XLIX. REACTIONS TO QHITICISM IN GROUP G\  j
RESPONSE.. NO.. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions-.. Dislike it.
Resent it  .....................................  4
Dislike it,, can’t bear it,, lose temper .......  4
â
Unfavourable Reactions, not influenced..
Don^t listen,, disregard it   ......   3
Donit' accept it,, feel it is unreasonable  .......   2
Emotionally disturbed  ..................   1
Favourable Reactions.,Impressed by it ............. 1
Air, except the subject wno contributed the last item,, say they 
dislike it and are not influenced by it..
Thus-a large majority of subjects say they prefer criticism 
to be made tactfully and feel it is more likely to affect them 
if put in this way,.e.g.;
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"My chief difference in reaction is according to whether 
I think the person is being rude or polite. I can stand 
far more from a person who’s trying to be civil."
"If it’s blunt, I don’t listen or if it’s rather rude. If
it’s tactful or friendly, I tend to listen and to think 
there’s something in it."
"I’m more influenced by the manner of the criticism than 
by anything else .... I almost always respond well to 
criticism that I think is gently put and aggressively to 
criticism aggressively put.
(v) Other terms mentioned.
Subjects described a few ways of putting criticism which do 
not fit into any of the three categories dealt with.
5 subjects mention "jovial" criticism and g criticism as a 
joke. Two rather dislike jovial criticism and of the three who
mention it put as a joke, two ignore it and one dislikes it.
One subject divides all criticism into "reasonable" and "emotion­
al" and says she cannot take the former. Another refers to her 
office at which criticism is given by sending notes and this 
annoys her. One dislikes criticism given with a "reproachful 
tone" •
The question of how often criticism is given is also
important and can be considered a part of the way in which it is
put. It is mentioned 20 times in the interview answers. ig
subjects say they listen more when it does not come so often.
They feel criticism repeated too often is less effective, e.g.:
, "Mummy is inclined to repeat her criticism over and over 
again and gradually it has no effect."
"I’m used to family criticism and quite hardened against 
it. I’m anti-suggestive as I’ve had so much of it and
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 ^ so I probably don’t give it its full value."
"The family don’t criticise much, so I appreciate it more." 
An important feature of Projection Test D (Chapter VII, /) is 
that it refers to "constant" criticism. This is probably the 
reason for the unfavourable responses that occur.
Another point to be noted is whether criticism is given 
privately or in public. 5 subjects mention it and all agree 
that they prefer criticism to be given privately.
4 subjects, iMien asked whether the critic’s manner 
influenced them, said it depended on the topic of the criticism.
3 say it is less important when the criticism is on something 
objective, like work. Another says that if he feels he is 
learning something, he can even put up with rude remarks.
(vi) Conclusion on the importance cf the critic’s manner.
Thus the general tendency is that subjects prefer criticism 
to be put in a more tactful;^ polite manner, and, with very few 
exceptions, dislike it when it is rude, offensive or blunt. The 
same tendency was seen in the answers to Projection Tests B and 
E (Chapter VII, 5 &rid 5) in which the critic was rather rude.
Again it must be stressed that the terms describe the way 
in which the recipient views the criticism. The general 
tendency noted might be interpreted as a difference in reaction 
to an integrative or dominative approach (Anderson) on the 
part of the critic. Tactful, polite, and similar terms suggest 
an integrative approach with consideration of the recipient, 
while the terms in Groups B and 0 suggest a dominative approach.
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One important point which should he considered is that 10 
subjects point out that the critic’s manner has an effect on 
their immediate reaction, but not necessarily a long-term 
effect, e.g. :
"Manner might make quite a lot of difference at the time, 
-but not so much in the long-term effect."
"...in the family, criticism is often just thrown out ani 
one reacts in self-defence. If it was given in another 
way one would listen. As it is one might accept it later 
but at the time one refutes it because of the way it’s 
given."
2. The way in which criticism is felt to be meant.
(i) Introduction.
Closely connected with the critic’s manner is the way in 
which subjects feel the criticism is meant. This also affects 
their response to criticism. 5^ out of 80 subjects interviewed 
were asked, "Are you influenced by the way in which you feel the 
criticism is meant?" and of the 2J not asked, 8 spontaneously 
mentioned this factor.
Again there was much individual difference. 1 g subjects 
did not mention it at all and 18 only mentioned it when 
specifically asked. This is a more complicated aspect than the 
critic’s manner and subjects said less than on the simpler aspect 
of the situation. But one subject referred to it 7 times, one 
5 times and others g or 4 times.
It was obviously important to the subject who mentioned it
7 times. This is confirmed by her answer regardingnthe type
of criticism that hurt her most:
"Any cruel criticism in whatever field, ... It’s whether 
it’s meant to be cruel.or not that counts."
The following terms describing intentions of critics were
given. Some of these are near synonyms.
TABLE L. SUBJECTS’ DESCRIPTIONS OF CRITICS’ INTENTIONS.
TERM. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Meant to be helpful, for my own good, to improve me ... 26
Meant to be nasty, offensive, evilly, cruelly, not
with good intentions, to be unpleasant .........  16
Meant to be kindly, friendly, altruistic, considerate .15
Well-meant, best of intentions ........   g
Catty, out of malice, maliciously, spiteful ........... g
Sincere, honest, in good faith, mean what they say .... 8
Meant to be annoying, unhelpful, trying to be awkward . 6
Hostile, to attack, inimical             5
Criticism for the sake of criticism  ......  5
Ulterior motives, to help themselves  ........  4
To hurt, to be damaging, to mock  ...................  4
Insincere, do not mean it ........   5
To show off own knowledge  ........     5
To work off own feelings, to get rid of grudge.......  5
From jealous motives .......      2
Out o f  h a b i t ......................      2
Emotional ........ .......*......       2
To pull you down a peg, get one over on you ........  2
Meant unkindly..............        2
Genuinely interested  .......................  1
As th e y  t h in k  y o u ’ re  s tu p id  .....................................     1
Most of these terms can be divided into the following groups:
Criticism that is well-meant, meant to be helpful, including 
’sincere’, ’for my own good’, etc.
B. Criticism that is given ’just for the sake of criticism’ or 
is meant to be nasty, including *»uat from habit', 'to work 
off a nasty feeling of their own', 'to get one over on you*,
etc.
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( i i )  Responses to  n e lp f u l  c r i t i c i s m .  Group A .
With a few exceptions subjects have a much more favourable 
attitude when they believe the critic means to be helpful or 
kind.
TABLE LI. REACTIONS TO HELPFUL CRITICISM. GROUP A .
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions. Hostile. _
Infuriates me if they’re trying to be kind"  ......
E m o tio n a lly  d is tu r b e d . _
More upset or hurt than with unkind criticism  .... 2
Favourable Reactions.
Take more notice, take it more seriously, take it ..... 8 
Think about it, consider if right, influenced, etc. ... 7
Listen  ..............................     g
Prefer it ..............................    5
Like it, like it even if don’t agree, grateful .......   3
Do something about it .................................  2
More in t e r e s t e d   .......................................................      1
2$
D o n 't  mind, no o b je c t io n ,  le s s  l i k e l y  to  re s e n t  i t  ....
Defensive Rebuttal, try to explain .................... 1
Thus, generally, subjects prefer criticism to be helpful and 
are readier to listen and take it seriously. Evidence for this 
seems conclusive. Even the two subjects who say they are more 
hurt are showing they take it more seriously. They contrast it 
with malicious criticism vhich they both say they ignore.
( i i i )  Responses to  c r i t i c i s m  n o t h e lp f u l l y  m eant. Group B .
Again the result here seems to be conclusive; subjects
dislike criticism they feel is meant unkindly or just given for 
the sake of criticising.
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TABIÆ LU. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM NOT HELPFULLY MEANT. GROUP B .
RESPONSE. NO.OF SUBJECT
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions, Hostile.
Resent it, annoyed 7... 7 .....     10
Don’t like it, hate it, lose temper, etc.  ....   8
Scornful, think less of the person giving it  ......  5
Lose interest  ........    2
21
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Ignore it, take no notice, forget it, don’t listen etc.. 15
Tend to reject it, disbelieve it, disagree ............. 4
Would not do anything about it  ....................   1
20
Emoti onally di sturbed.
Hurt, upset, find it humiliating, etc.  ...............  £
Favourable Reactions. may still see some good in it ....
Don’t mind, not upset ................... .......... .
Defensive Rebuttal.
Openly aggressive  ........................   5
Try to explain  .....      1
1
Say nothing, difficult to argue, "Shut up like a clam".. 4.
G e n e r a lly ,  t h e r e  is  no read in e s s  to  l i s t e n  to  t h is  s o r t  o f  
c r i t ic is m  and s u b je c ts  a re  annoyed o r  h u r t  by  i t .  The m ain  
reasom  is  th a t  as the  c r i t i c  is  c r i t i c i s i n g  because o f  a need  
w ith in  h im s e lf ,  the  c r i t i c i s m  is  le s s  l i k e l y  to  be u s e f u l .  ^
The f o l lo w in g  exam ples show c o n tr a s t in g  re a c t io n s  to  c r i t i ­
cism g iv e n  w ith  d i f f e r e n t  in te n t io n s :
" I  am in f lu e n c e d  by th e  way i t ’ s m eant. I f  I  f e e l  the  
p erso n  i s n ’ t  o n ly  c r i t i c i s i n g  f o r  th e  sake o f  c r i t i c i s i n g j  
b u t in  o rd e r to  be h e lp f u l ,  I  am le s s  l i k e l y  to  re s e n t i t *
" I  w ould be more upset and more in te r e s te d  in  i t  i f  i t  
was meant h e l p f u l l y . , I f  i t ’ s ju s t  c r i t i c is m  to  annoy me 
I  would re s e n t i t  b u t  n o t be u p s e t ."
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"The way it’s meant means a lot to me. I like it if it’s 
meant to he helpful even if I don’t take it. If it’s 
meant to he unhelpful it annoys me."
"If I feel the person is just being spiteful I’m less 
inclined to regard it. If it’s by someone who I think 
really means well I take more notice. I think that’s 
why criticism from one’s parents means more."
(iv) Other aspects of the critic’s intentions.
Thus the difference between reactions to criticism felt
to be helpfully meant and that felt to be malicious is clear
and agrees with the common-sense view. How people judge whether
the criticism is well-meant or not is another topic and is part
of the whole question of how we judge emotions and motives of
others. A few subjects mentioned how they judged motives but
this point was not considered fully. Motives are often judged
partly by what is thought of the critic. Thus one subject says
when asked how she takes criticism from her family:
"I take it as kindly criticism and listen to it. They 
.don’t do it from jealous motives and it is always meant
to be kindly so I accept it."
One of the commonest ways of judging the critic’s intentions is
by his manner. Several terms were used by subjects to describe
both the critic’s manner and intention. The following illustrate
connections made between the critic’s manner and intentions:
"If a person comes out with it straight away and openly,
_I should say they were trying to be nasty. If they do 
it gently and tactfully I feel they’re doing it for my 
own gpo d."
"If it’s given in a nice manner I listen to it more than
if the person is obviously being nasty."
There is also a connection often made between the type
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of criticism that is given, for example constructive or
destructive, and the recipient’s judgement of the critic’s
intentions. Most people feel the motives behind constructive
criticism are better, e.g.:
"Cohstructive criticism is to be preferred. One is more 
inclined to believe that the person has some sincer&ty 
and has a desire to help and is not just criticising out 
of malice, and this makes a great difference to the 
acceptance of criticism."
"You can tell the motive of destructive criticism, for 
example it’s more in the field of jealousy."
(v) The critic’s manner and intentions in "acceptable criticism"
50 subjects were asked towards the end of the interview: 
"When you criticise other people, under what circumstances do 
you think it is acceptable to them, or at least, should be 
acceptable?"
26 subjects mentioned the critic’s manner or intentions 
as being relevant to vhether it should be acceptable or not. 
Subjects emphasise that criticism should be acceptable when it 
is sj.ncerely meant to help and is given tactfully and as to an 
equal(Section 11).
(vi) Conclusion on the importance of the critic’s intentions. 
Thus, almost without exception, people have a more
favourable attitude to criticism vhen they believe the critic 
means to be helpful rather than malicious or hurtful. If the 
critic is not thought to be acting from friendly motives, the 
criticism is unlikely to be thought to be useful since it is 
possibly quite irrelevant to the situation. But if the critic
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is thought to he acting helpfully, it means that his criticism 
is at least caused by the situation and not by a grudge of his 
own.
5 . The type of criticism that is given.
(i) Introduction.
Another aspect of the criticism situâtLen to be considered 
is the type of criticism that is given. This refers mainly to 
whether the criticism is constructive or destructive, or vague 
or detailed. 75 out of 80 subjects interviewed referred to the 
type of criticism as influencing their reactions, either 
spontaneously or in answer to the question, "Do you react 
differently to the different types of criticism?" If necessary, 
the interviewer added, "For example, constructive or destructive 
criticism".
The main types of criticism that were mentioned by subjects
were :
A. Constructive.
B. Destructive.
0. "General destructive".
D. General, not detailed.
S. Concrete or detailed.
Responses to these different types of criticism will be described 
and compared.
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( i i )  Responses to  c o n s tr u c t iv e  c r i t i c i s m .
Constructive criticism is any criticism that offers 
suggestions. Criticism always implies that so*ething is wrong 
but constructive criticism suggests a remedy. It is likely 
that criticism that is constructive will also be detailed, but 
responses to criticism just described as constructive will be 
considered, without reference to whether it is detailed or 
general.
TABLS LIII. REACTIONS TO CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM.
RESPONSE. NOLOF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
U^avourable Reactions> Hostile, dislike i t .
"Gets on my nerves if too many suggestions^re made'^,. 1
Even with constructive criticism irritation at fii'st^  . 1
"It doesn’t allow one so much scope"  .......... . 1
1
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Might still disagree  ............. .................. 1
Take no notice of purely constructive ............. . 1
2
Favourable Reactions.
Like it, want it, glad to hear it, approve of it, etc.
Prefer it ..............................   12
Take it, take it more, more easily accepted, etc.....  8
More l i k e l y  to  take  n o t ic e  o f  i t  ............... .......................... .. 6
Find it useful, more useful, helpful  .........  6
More likely to have an effect, longer effect.. ....... 5
L is te n  to  i t ,  more l i k e l y  to  l i s t e n ............... ..........................  3
Try to carry it out, make use of it  .........  2
Think about it ...................................   _2
ii
Don’t mind, don’t object, etc. ............ .......... 5.
Say less, less likely to rise to the defence........  1
Constructive criticism was usually opposed by subjects to 
destructive criticism when no suggestions are made. The form 
of the question, noted above, makes this contrast but this
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concept of two opposing types is common in this culture pattern 
and subjects accepted it easily and often referred to it 
spontaneously. Generally, constructive criticism seems to be 
preferred. But there are a few exceptions, suggesting that ^
even constructive criticism is sometimes disliked. The 
favourable reactions noted do not necessarily mean that construc­
tive criticism is welcomed but only that it is preferred to 
destructive. Even among the subjects who preferred constructive 
criticism, attitudes vary from:
"Constructive criticism I approve of very nmch." 
to the less enthusiastic remark:
"If it’s constructive, it’s all right."
Items in Table LIII are largely self-explanatory. Subjects say 
they prefer this type of criticism, accept it more eadily, find 
it more useful and are readier to act on it. Generally, it is 
more likely to be effective. There is often a feeling that one 
should not be annoyed with a critic who takes the trouble to 
make suggestions. People feel that constructive criticism, as 
opposed to destructive, is meant to be helpful, and as seen in 
Section 2 , subjects are less hostile if they think the critic 
means to be helpful.
At the end of the interview 50 subjects were asked, "If 
you criticise other people, under what circumstances do you 
think the criticism is acceptable to them, or at least, should 
be acceptable?" 6 said that criticism should be acceptable if 
if is constructive.
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( i i i )  Responses to  d e s t r u c t iv e  c r i t i c i s m .
D e s tru c t iv e  c r i t i c is m  evokes much more e m o tio n a l r e a c t io n s .
I t  is  d is l ik e d  more and much h o s t i l i t y  is  f e l t  a g a in s t th e  c r i t i c
The fo l lo w in g  ta b le  d ea ls  w ith  responses to  d e s t r u c t iv e  c r i t i c is m
when no m en tio n  is  made o f w h eth er i t  is  d e t a i le d  o r g e n e ra l.
TABLE L IV . REACTIONS TO DESTRUCTIVE C R IT IC IS M .
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING I T .
U n fa v o u ra b le  R e a c tio n s . D is l ik e  i t .  h o s t i l e .
T h in k  i t  is  r id ic u lo u s ,  contem ptuous o f  i t ,  im p a t ie n t ,
d is a p p ro v e  o f  i t ,  t h in k  i t  is  u n n ecessary , e t c .  ...................16
Annoys me, re s e n t  i t ,  in d ig n a n t ,  e t c .  ............     7
D is l ik e  i t  ................................................................................ ..........................
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Ignore it, take no notice, tend to brush over it ..... 5
"If you do take notice, still can’t do anything" ......
1E m o tio n a lly  d is tu r b e d .
Hurts you, humiliates y o u ............    2
Miserable, despondent  .........  2
Feel helpless, feel lost something without gaining 
anything .........................    2
2
F a v o u ra b le  or p a r t i a l l y  fa v o u ra b le  r e a c t io n s .
Might act on it, but is not pleased  ................  1
Destructive more useful in a way ...................... 1
If from someone respected feel they might be right •••• 1
1
Don't mind, don't resent It, not too bad, etc.........  2
Defensive Rebuttal.
Can usually just point it out if destructive.........  2
Argue, etc.......................   â
The typical response is to feel some dissatisfaction with 
criticism that is purely destructive. Only 3 subjects suggested 
that it may have some effect. It is common to feel hostile and 
to ignore the criticism. This type of criticism is generally 
disliked, but the reason for this may be that it is conventional
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to say that constructive criticism is more useful, and this 
may partly account for the overwhelming preference for construct­
ive criticism expressed by subjects.
(iv) Comparison of responses to constructive and destructive 
criticism.
All the subjects whose answers are noted in the tables said
they were influenced, to some extent, by the type of criticism
given, but not all attribute the same degree of importance to
it. Two say it does not matter much imhether the criticism is
constructive or not, since other factors are more important,
e.g.: "Constructive or destructive, it doesn’t matter much. I 
realise now I accept criticism only according to whether 
I believe it myself or not."
Three others say they do not distinguish between the types of
criticism given. One says he likes both types and two others
point out that every piece of criticism must include both
constructive and destructive elements. But generally, subjects
distinguish between constructive and destructive criticism and
prefer the fonner, finding it more useful and easier to accept,
e.g.: "I am more likely to take notice of constructive criticism 
^and less likely to rise to the defence. I always feel 
like arguing with destructive criticism."
"If it is purely negative I don’t like it. There is no 
,point in saying it, as there is no method of altering it.
If it is constructive I will think about it when the 
situation occurs again."
"If it’s constructive, I appreciate it and generally try 
to carry it out. If it’s destructive, it annoys me."
"Yes, I do react differently. I feel if someone has 
nothing to offer they might as well keep their mouths
shut."
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(y) Responses to general destructive criticising.
10 subjects refer to general destructive criticism as a 
particular type,,destructive criticism when no details are 
offeredo. In every erase, the reaotion is either to feel hostile 
towards the critic:or to feel depressed, but no-one says they 
like this type of criticism of find it useful»
(vi) Responses to general ai.d detailed criticism»
Reactions to these two types of criticism will be 
compared». No'mention is made here of whether the criticism is' 
constructive or destructive, but just whether details are given 
or' not »
TABLE LV» REACTIONS TO GENERAL AND DETAILED CRITICISM,
RESPONSE NO.. OF SuBSECTS
REACTIONS TO GENERAL CRITICISM» OIVINO IT.
Unfavourable Reactions.
Resent it, rouses me ................. .............. 2
Likely to laugh at it, take a poor view of it »... 2
1
Defensive Rebuttal». _
Hostile remarks to critic .... ...................... 2
REACTIONS TO DETAILED CRITICISM.
Favourable Reactions»
Willing to listen, listen more, take it to heart »•». 5
Like it,, prefer it, it’s all right  ...........  4
2
REACTIONS TO GENERAL Ai\D DETAILED CRITICISM REFERRING TO WORE». 
Prefer it to be detailed»
Apply it if details given  ............ ............. 2
Take it on technical points,, details, but not always-
on main things    ......... .................. 3
Like explanations on technical points  ...... . 2
More difficult to take less concrete criticism »...».» 1
8
Prefer it to be general»
Like it to be specific, but also to look at whole ».. 1
Like people to say if work is good or bad generally » 1
From expert takes it generally rather than on details 1
2
Different types useful for different types of work » ». 1
Table continues
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TABLE LV continued.
REACTIONS TO GENERAL AND DETAILED CRITICISM FROM A LAYMAN.
Prefer it to be general.
Accept general criticism only, not details    ...........  ^
Prefer it to be detailed.
Layman may be right on some points but not generally . • • •. 1
Not annoyed if reasonable and detailed.......   1
2
Thus, on.the whole, people prefer criticism to be detailed. 
An exception to this is when the critic is a layman and the 
recipient is more expert on the topic of the criticism. 5 people 
say they would accept general criticism from a layman but that 
he cannot criticise on specific technical points. Otherwise, 
subjects usually prefer criticism on work to be detailed rather 
than general, finding the former more useful. Unless criticism 
is detailed it cannot be very useful, nor, if one disagrees with 
it, can it be effectively rebutted. This is an important point 
which is illustrated in the responses to the projection tests 
(Chapter VII). 5 subjects say that if they receive general 
criticism they wait for details to be given, or ask for more 
details, before deciding whether they should act on it. On other 
topics too, besides work, detailed criticism is preferred, e.g.:
"If someone just generally criticises. I’m likely to 
laugh at it and point out what’s wrong with their argument’
Thus although it is difficult to divide all criticism into 
these categories apd one piece of criticism may include more 
than one type, if they are considered separately, subjects 
preferred criticism to be constructive and detailed rather than 
destructive and vague •
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(vii) Connection between type of criticism and other aspects of
the situation.
Like all the other aspects of the criticism situation, the 
type of criticism that is given is not really a separate entity. 
11 subjects saw a connection between the type of criticism and 
the supposed intention of the critic. The general impression 
seems to be that constructive criticism is given with better 
mot ives.
Other subjects mention a connection between the position 
and qualifications of the critic and the type of criticism. It 
has already been noted that when the critic is a layman, subjects 
prefer general criticism to.udetailed. Otherwise, if work is 
being criticised, detailed criticism is usually thought to be 
more us eful.
I
The attitude of recipient to the critic is sometimes 
affected by the type of criticism given. Two subjects point 
out that it is much easier to give destructive criticism and thus 
imply that they have less respect for the critic. Two others say 
ÿhat constructive criticism usually comes from an expert and 
therefore is worth listening to, because he is an expert and is 
criticising constructively.
(viii) Projection Test material.
The criticism in the Projection Tests is of a vague, general 
nature and many of the responses show that this aspect of the 
situation is important to subjects and that they dislike the
general destructive criticism.
—2 9 6—
In Projection Test A, (Chapter VII, 2), the criticism is 
general and destructive. 19 of the 7Ô subjects who did this test 
are dissatisfied specifically because of the type of criticism 
given and wish for criticism which is more concrete or more 
constructive, or both. Sometimes they ask for more detailed 
criticism and sometimes they feel hostile towards the boss 
because of the type of criticism he has made.
The criticism in Projection Test B (Chapter VII, 5) is also 
general and again the type of criticism is disliked, but subjects 
also objected to other factors, such as the critic’s manner. 7 
subjects ask for more detailed criticism of their views. 9 are 
not sure of themselves and really seem to want to know more 
about it. If are sure of themselves and suggest that they cannot 
take any notice of the criticism unless more details are provided, 
if others want more reasons before changing their views.
In Projection Test C, (Chapter VII, 6), again the criticism 
is destructive and general. The topic of the criticism is 
clothes and many subjects seem to feel that constructive, 
detailed criticism could and should be given. 17 of the JO 
subjects who did this test ask for further criticism, wanting 
more detailed, more constructive criticism, or both. 2 others 
say that no action could be taken since only general criticism 
was given.
In Projection Test E (Chapter VII, 9) again the criticism 
is general and destructive and 18 of the §5 subjects doihg the 
test ask for further criticism. The critic in this test is a
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comparative layman and although it was noted in the interview 
material that general rather than detailed criticism is preferred 
from laymen, this does not mean that general destructive 
criticism, such as given in this test, is welcomed# Criticism 
from laymen should be detailed but not too technical#
(ix) Conclusion on the importance of the type of criticism given.
The type of criticism that is given is only one factor in 
the situation. The fact that the criticism is constructive or 
destructive, specific or vague, may not in itself make the 
recipient react favourably or unfavourably. But general tenden­
cies in reaction to the different types have been noted. 
Constructive criticism is accepted more readily than destructive. 
Subjects say they prefer it, find it more useful and are less 
likely to be annoyed by it. They often feel constructive 
criticism is given with better motives. The conventional belief 
in our society is that criticism should be constructive, so, 
subjects may just be expressing the prevalent views. But it 
seems natural, ih most cases, to prefer constructive criticism 
and it seems reasonable to believe that the constructive critic 
has put more thought into his criticism.
What has been said about destructive criticism applies also 
to general des true i,i ve criticism. Again, it is obvious that 
detailed criticism demands some thought and perhaps knowledge 
on the part of the critic. There is a tendency to take general 
but not technical detailed criticism from a layman. With this 
exception, however, detailed criticism is preferred to vague.
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A possible reason is that it is difficult for the recipient to 
respond satisfactorily to general criticism. If he agrees with 
the criticism, it is difficult to act on it unless details are 
given. If he disagrees with it, it is more difficult to answer 
it and defend his viewpoint. A feeling of insecurity such as 
sometimes arises after destructive criticism is more likely to 
follow general criticism than detailed.
Thus detailed and constructive criticism have much in common. 
But criticism can be detailed without being constructive, if many 
small things are attacked, and it is possible to give general 
constructive criticism, telling someone to change everything.
But people who really want help prefer detailed and constructive 
criticism.
The justness of the criticism.
(i) Results.
Another influence determining the reaction to criticism is 
whether the recipient thinks the criticism is justified or 
ung^ustified. The question is not whether the criticism given is 
justified or not, but whether the recipient believes it to be so. 
"Justified" criticism is that seen to be true, fair or just.
79 subjects referred to this factor either spontaneously 
or in answer to the question "Does it make any difference to you 
if you think the criticism is justified or unjustified?" As
-299-
usual, there was much individual difference both in how much
is said about it and what is said.
TABLE LVI. REACTIONS TO UNJUSTIFIED CRITICISM.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
01 VINO IT.
Unfavourable Reactions. Hostile.
Annoyed, angry, indignant, infuriated, antagonistic .. 22
Resentful .............................    19
If criticism sefere and unjustified, would leave job . 1
Tell everyone about it and how mean the critic is .... 1
Unfavourable Reactions, Not influenced.
Do not take the advice, follow suggestions, etc. ...... 5
Take no notice, ignore it .........................  4
Don’t listen............................   4
Disagree, not influenced...... ....................... 2
Pelt the critic did not understand ...................  2
11
Emotionally disturbed.
Upset, very upset, mind it a lot, hurts most .......... 8
Surprised, puzzled.................   9
Flustered ........................   1
12
Favourable Reactions.
Begin to think it might be justified .................  2
Find alleviating circumstances for the critic........  1
Try to find reason why person should make it .........
à
Don’t mind, not upset, not so hurt, etc. ^
Defensive Rebuttal.
Explain, point it out, try to make him understand 21
Give sharp retorts, up in arms, give vent to emotion .. 16
Defend the thing being criticised ................   14
Argue ..............       6
Deny it ...... .........-.............................. 2
Criticise the critic ..............   1
M
Say nothing.
Occasionally play the martyr and say nothing.........  1
Don’t bother to make excuses  .....    1_
  2
The typical reaction is for subjects to answer unjustified
criticism. They may be quite calm, e.g.:
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"I usually try to point out where criticism is unjustified 
or uninformed."
hut others are more aggressive:
"Criticism which is unjustified makes me give sharp 
retorts."
The general reaction is to feel angry or resentful, e.g.:
"^ Vhen my work was criticised I was furiously angry as I 
felt it was unjustified and that she didn’t know what 
she was saying."
Some subjects are upset and one answers the question, "What sort 
of criticism hurts you most?", by referring to unjustified 
criticism. But 6 subjects do not mind or are less upset when 
criticism is unjust. The typical emotional response is not to 
be hurt or upset but to feel extrapunitive aggression towards 
the critic or the criticism. No subject is influenced by 
unjustified criticism or acts onlit. As unjustified criticism 
is that which the subject does not think is true, he is unlikely 
to act on it, or even listen to it. There are only two 
exceptions to this in the interview material where subjects 
begin to have doubts after the criticism has been made and begin 
to feel that it might be justified. They then react to it as 
if it were justified.
TABLE LVII on next page.
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REACTIONS TO JUSTIFIED CRITICISM.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
Unfavourable Reactions. Hostile. GIVING IT.
Annoyed, aggressive, more annoyed than with unjustified. J
Resent it .............       ^
Dislike it, don’t like fact that it is true .......... 5
Angry with them for saying so  .........    2
li
Unfavourable Reactions. Not influenced.
Don’t do anything about it^  7...............   9
Don’t admit it at the time  ........   1
E
Emotionally disturbed, hurt. intropunitive, etc.
Angry or annoyed with self, ashamed, intropunitive ..... 7
Justified criticism hurts most of all .................  6
Hurt, miserable, depressed, upset as knows it is just .. 5
More emotionally disturbing  ......     9
Turns me in on myself  ...... ....... ......••••... 2
Feels inferior to critic ......    1
2it
Favourable Reactions.
Try to do something about it, act on it, alter, etc. ... 22
Agree, admit it, willing to concede it ................. 22
Accept it, take it, take it more ........    I9
Take notice of it, take it seriously, influenced   7
Glad, grateful, take it well, etc. ..................... o
Try secretly to do something about it afterwards ...... 9
Grudgingly agree with a shame-faced smile .............. 9
Try to see their point of view  ..............          1
Don’ t  m ind, don’ t  re s e n t i t ,  don ’ t  o b je c t ,  e t c .  14
D e fe n s iv e  R e b u t ta l .
T ry  to  e x p la in ,  d e fe n d , make excu ses , d e fe n s iv e , e t c .  . .  I 9 
B rin g  out good p o in ts  o f  th in g  o r p erso n  c r i t i c i s e d  . . . .  9
Answer b a c k  and p re te n d  th e r e ’ s n o th in g  w rong, deny i t  .  2
T ry  to  convince them w h ile  c o n v in c in g  m y s e lf   ............  1
F ig h t  a g a in s t  i t   ....................... ..................... ........................ ..
20
Say nothing.
Don’ t  answ er, keep q u ie t ,  change s u b je c t  quicKLy, e t c .  . .  o
L is te n  ra th e r  than  t a l k   ..........................................   2
Not so o p en ly  in d ig n a n t   .................................................... ..
11
W ouldn’ t  show I  was h u r t  ...................    ^
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Thus many subjects showed themselves ready to be influenced by 
justified criticism, even though they might still resent or 
dislike it, e.g.
"I would resent criticism of my personality characteristics 
but would try to do something about it if I thought it 
was justified."
25 subjects say they agree with the criticism or admit it is 
true. Sometimes they are unemotional about it, e.g.:
"If people call me lazy or untidy I can only agree. If 
they say something that’s unjustified, for example if I’m 
called stupid, I’ll be very annoyed and very hurt. But 
not if I’m called lazy or untidy."
In other cases they feel hostile :
"If it’s justified I smile and say, ’Good God, yes’, and 
wish I could tear his eyes out. If it is unjustified I
, adopt a slightly superior attitude and put him right."
Yûien criticism is justified subjects do not defend themselves as 
much as they do %hen it is unjustified. The one important 
exception to this is with justified criticism of one’s family and, 
to a lesser extent, friends, when there is often still an attempt 
to defend or explain, e.g.:
"I fly up in defence of my family whether the criticism is 
justified or not."
"I stand up for them even if it’s justified and try to 
find excuses."
On other topics there is usually more explanation, argument and 
defence when the criticism is thought to be unjustified, e.g.:
"Unjustified criticism meets with what one hopes is 
logical argument. To justified criticism one probably 
says nothing."
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On work:
"If it’s quite justified md you are wrong you have a 
tendency to keep quiet. If it’s unjustified you can 
always manage to find a reason."
But defensive reactions occasionally occur after justified
criticism. Some subjects agree the criticism is justified but
point out the better aspects of the thing being criticised, e.g.:
On friends being criticised:
"If there is some basis to the criticism one allows it, 
but offsets it by saying something in their favour."
Other people frankly admit to themselves that they are being
hypocritical. This includes the 9 subjects who defend their
families under any circumstances, but examples can also be found
in responses to criticism on other topics, e.g.:
"I am lazy and I know it. If people say I’m lazy I get 
annoyed and say I’m not. I try and convince them while 
trying to convince myself. It’s a false argument."
More subjects have a favourable attitude to justified 
than unjustified, but some still resent the former type. For 
example, describing his reaction to criticism of his personality 
characteristics, a subject says:
"If I don’t think I am, I feel a bit angry about that. If 
I feel I am, I’m still angry with them for saying so."
In other cases the anger is because it is true and sometimes 
there is an intropunitive reaction, e.g.:
"First I check the work through myself to be sure it’s all 
right. If I find something wrong I get annoyed with 
myself."
"With justified criticism I am rather ashamed I’ve earned
.it."
Other subjects are hurt, upset or otherwise emotionally disturbed
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by justified criticism and this reaction often includes an 
element of intropunitiveness. G subjects answer the question 
about what sort of criticism hurts them most by referring to 
justified criticism.
But many others are not hurt or upset by justified criticism 
and are ready to listen and act on it without being emotionally 
disturbed.
(ii) Connection with other aspects of the criticism situation.
Again.,, this aspect of the criticism situation cannot be 
isolated. A connection is sometimes made between the justness 
of the criticism and the critic. Thus one person says that 
experts usually give justified criticism. Another subject says 
on criticism from the family:
"I resent my brother’s criticism more than my mother’s as 
I feel my mother knows me better. Her criticism of me 
would be more justified."
A connection sometimes occurs between this aspect and the 
critic’s motive, e.g.:
"If I feel the criticism is justified I don’t mind at all 
but if I feel they’re doing it for personal reasons I get 
very angry."
If the critic is thought to be criticising for his own ends the 
criticism is quite likely to be unjustified. . But some unjusti­
fied criticism is seen not as coming from bad motives but rather 
as a genuine mistake on the part of the critic, and the reaction 
is then less hostile.
(iv) Conclusion on the importance of the .justness of the 
criticism.
Thus differences in emotional reactions to justified and 
unjustified criticism are not as clearcut as differences in 
actions. The main differences are that much more notice is 
taken of criticism thought to be justified and that subjects 
are much more likely to argue, defend themselves or be aggressive 
if they think the criticism is unjustified. More subjects are 
annoyed after unjustified criticism and rather more are upset 
or hurt by justified. There is some intropunitive blame or 
feelings of shame after justified criticism, but none after
I
unjustified. Generally, subjects seem to find it easier to 
ignore unjustified criticism.
All this depends largely on the recipient’s insight. 
Criticism may be true but unless this is recognised by the 
recipient he does not react as to justified criticism.
There is a difference between reactions to justified 
criticism on minor points, perhaps in work or appearance, and 
on more important matters. If it is a minor point, it is often 
easily corrected and usually little emotion is felt. But an 
emotional reaction is more likely vhen it is on a more important 
topic* If there is already a realisation that something is 
wrong and it is pointed out, an emotional reaction is likely and 
subjects may be hurt or ashamed. In other cases it is displaced 
as extrapunitive aggression towards the critic.
With unjustified criticism, there is often a reaction of
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annoyance or resentment at being misunderstood, (ghe aggression 
will normally be directed against the critic or the criticism. 
When subjects say they do not mind this type of criticism, they 
seem to be sure enough of themselves to be untouched by it. But 
sometimes when there is a strong emotional reaction and a strong 
desire to defend oneself, this may be because the criticism is 
re-echoing one’s own unconscious doubts. No information has 
been obtained on this point, however, and the desire to correct 
a person after he has made any unjustified criticism seems 
natural.
The Projection Test material confirms the interview results. 
In Projection Test A (Chapter VII, 2), the recipient thinks the 
work is good and therefore probably that the criticism is 
unjustified. This causes much hostility in the responses. 
Intropunitive responses only occurred in the few cases when the 
criticism was thought to be justified. Examples in the other 
Projection Tests show similar results.
How sure of himself the recipient is on the topic being 
criticised.
(i) Results.
Another factor influencing the way people react to criti­
cism ds whether or not they are sure of themselves on the topic 
being criticised. By "sure of yourself" is meant a basic 
security about the topic concerned, the person’s confidence
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TABLE LIX. REACTIONS WHEN SUBJECTS ARE NOT SURE OF THEI/ISELVES.
RESPONSE NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable Reactions. Hostile.
Take it badly, irritated, aggressive thoughts ....... 5
Resent it far more  .....................    2
I
Unfavourable Reactions $ Not influenced............  T
Emotionally disturbed.
Hurts, hurts more, more sensitive, more touchy ........ 11
Taken aback.......................    1
12,
Favourable Reactions.
Influenced more, has more effect, swayed, change mind • 22
Take more notice, think about it, listen more  ...... 17
Readier to accept it, take i t   .......  10
Only ask when not sure  ....   J
Agree, admit it later  .....      2
Like it  ....             _1_
51
non*t mind, less annoyed, etc.  ...............  %
Defensive Rebuttal.
Defend, show case, deliberately fabricate soiaething ... 8
Answer aggressively  ........    1_
1
Say nothing, say less.»
Less active in talking, tread carefully, let others talk 10 
Change the subject  ...........................  « _2
The differences between the two sets of responses are 
fairly clear. Subjects, on the whole are readier to listen to 
the criticism and to act on it when they are not so sure of 
themselves. They also seem to be more sensitive or emotionally 
upset or annoyed if they are not sure. Usually they are much 
readier to defend their views and to argue if they are sure of 
themselves, although there are exceptions when the lack of 
security is covered with deliberate argumentation. Typical
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differences in reactions are illustrated by tde following 
guot at i ons:
"I argue much more forcibly if I’m sure of myself, but if
-I’m on foreign territory I tread more carefully."
"It wouldn’t worry me if I was sure. If I’m not sure it 
influences me, it corroborates my doubts."
"Criticism hurts most of all v^en it’s on things I’m unsure 
about anyway."
"If I’m sure of myself I can be much calmer than if I’m not 
so sure. If I’m not sure and I’m taken aback I should 
answer in a way I’d be sorry for afterwards. I’m not so 
emotionally tied up if I’m sure of myself."
Many subjects say they would be more hesitant in speaking 
first or in speaking forcibly if they are not sure. There are 
three exceptions to this but they all seem to constitute a 
defence reaction to counteract their insecurity. Generally, 
though, dubjects talk more when they are sure, e.g.A
"If I’m sure of myself I shall be the more active one in 
talking. I shall explain and be very patient in talking. 
If I’m not so sure I get what I can from others and am 
not so active in talking. I listen first and I don’t put 
forward definite statements."
Subjects say they are more likely to listen and be influen­
ced by the criticism and act on it if they are not sure, e.g.:
"I listen more if I’m not sure and it has more effect."
"I would be more influenced by their remarks if I was 
doubtful myself."
Emotional reactions of people who are sure of themselves 
and those who are not, are not quite so clear. But, with some 
exceptions, most subjects are more emotionally disturbed when 
they are not sure, e.g.:
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"When I feel unsure I am inclined to feel touchy. Even 
-if it’s just a joke I may take it up and start defending 
myself."
"I tend to be more annoyed.if I’m not sure. If I’m 
absolutely sure. I’m not disturbed."
(ii) Projection Test material.
Similar results emerge from references to being sure ard 
unsure of oneself in the projection test answers. They confirm 
the interview material in that subjects are more influenced by 
criticism when they are unsure of themselves.
In tests B and C (Chapter VII, 5 and b) subjects had to 
state the reaction of the character in the story to the criticism 
and also say whether he was sure or unsure of himself. In test 
B, the character is criticised on his political opinions by a 
lecturer in Political Science. ’Sure’ subjects were readier to 
defend themselves or be openly aggressive, as in the interview 
material, and ’not sure’ subjects showed more non-overt aggress­
ion and were more influenced by the criticism. In test 0, the 
topic of the criticism is clothes. Results again showed similar 
trends. The criticism had far more effect and subjects were 
more upset when they were not sure. The ’sure’ subjects were 
again readier to defend themselves and their clothes.
(iii) Conclusions on the importance of whether the recipient is 
sure or not sure of himself on the topic being criticised.
The general results found on the different reactions to 
criticism when one is and is not sure of oneself, seem to agree 
with theories of security and insecurity. Results of the 
interviews and projection tests suggest that when there is a
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basic security about the topic, criticism has much less effect, 
people are less likely to be influenced, are less emotionally 
affected, but are more likely to defend themselves. They are 
more overtly aggressive when they are sure, but are more 
emotionally disturbed when they are not sure. There may be some 
annoyance if people are criticised when they are sure of them­
selves but it is a less disturbing situation and does not usually 
result in a deep hurt. If there is a basic insecurity, criticism 
is likely to cause more anxiety. As with justified and 
unjustified criticism, this applies mainly M\hen the topic being 
criticised is of some importance. If the recipient is unsure 
about something trivial there can be immediate acceptance of the 
criticism without any deep emotional involvement. But with a 
basic insecurity on an important topic, an aggressive response 
may be seen as a defence reaction against anxiety and insecurity.
Thus an aggressive or defensive response when the recipient 
is sure of himself means something different from a similar 
response vhen the recipient is not sure. In the first case, 
except when it is a defence reaction against half-conscious 
doubts, it is probably an ordinary reaction of "putting the 
critic right", and the emotional response will be indignation or 
a similar feeling.
(iv) Connections between responses to justified and unjustified 
criticism, and responses when the recipient is and is not 
sure.
There is a close connection between these two factors. If 
people are sure of themselves the criticism is more likely to
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seem unjustified. If they are not sure they are more likely to 
feel it might be justified. But this does not always follow.
Generally the responses to justified criticism have much in 
common with the responses when the recipient is not sure of 
himself. In both cases subjects are more influenced by the 
criticism and are more willing to listen to it. But in the case 
of justified criticism there is more likely to be an element of 
intropunitiveness in the response.
Similarly there is a close connedtion between responses to 
unjustified criticism and criticism vhen subjects are sure of 
themselves. In both cases they are not much influenced by the 
criticism and are ready to defend themselves.
There are cases, however, when a subject is sure of himself 
generally on a topic, and yet agrees that a particular piece of 
criticism is justified. Or else he may generally not be sure of 
himself, and yet insist that some criticism is unjustified. As 
these cases exist, the two aspects cannot be treated together. 
But generally when a person is sure of himself the criticism is 
thought to be unjustified, and when he is not so sure of himself 
he is more likely to think that the criticism may be true.
6. Asking for criticism.
(i) Introduction and Interview Material.
An enquiry has been made into what it means when someone
asks for criticism, and also what difference there is, if any.
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between the reception of criticism that has been asked for and 
that v/hich has come spontaneously. The circumstances under ’ 
which people who have been criticised ask for further criticism 
have also been investigated.
jG of the 80 subjects interviewed were asked: "Is there any
difference between your reaction to criticism if you have asked 
for it, for example, by saying, ’What do you think of 
and your reaction to spontaneous criticism?" Then, if the 
subject had not already answered spontaneously, he was asked: 
"When you ask for criticism do you want an opinion or sometimes 
just approval?" Spontaneous remarks on these aspects were also 
noted.
The first aspect of the topic to be considered is what 
people want when they ask for criticism. It is a question that 
demanded a good deal of insight and honesty on the part of the 
subject.
TABLE LX on next page.
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TABLE LX. WHAT SUBJECTS SAY THEY WANT WHEN THEY ASK FOR
CRITICISM.
a n sw e r. n o . of subjects
GIVING IT.
Sometimes want approvals sometimes want to be praised ... 15
Usually, often, very often want approval......     12
Want approval, hoping to get approval ................... 8
Only ask vhen expect a nice answer back, etc. ....   9
Ask if think something is good .................    9
Like approval but do not want to be misled ............   2
Sometimes approval and sometimes opinion  .......   ^
75% of the time want approval, and 25% really want to
know  ................      1
Opinion:approval in the ratio of 9:1 ....    1
I
Want opinion, want genuine criticism, want to know what’s
wrong, etc. ...................................     19
Usually, mainly, very often want an opinion......   9
Want help, sometimes want help, want assistance or
opinion, want guidance want constructive suggestions 10 I
So met imes want an opinion   4
Don’t just want approval  ........  _2
40
Often think it is a good social gambit to ask someone ... 1
Sometimes ask as a matter of course .......     1
Sometimes ask superior as think he expects to be asked .. 1
Thus 51 of the jG subjects who discuss this point admit that 
they sometimes or always want approval when they ask for 
criticism. 48 want an opinion or help either always or some­
times.
When subjects say they want approval they do not usually
give any reason as none seems necessary, they just want
reassurance. The following subjects are a little more explicit
as to why they want approval:
"To ask is a sign of uncertainty. So there is always an 
element of wanting approval. If one is absolutely sure 
there is no necessity to ask. I don’t ask expecting to 
be criticised."
"If you think you’ve done something good you like to 
share the discovery, so I might say, ’What do you think 
of this?’"
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"If you ask it is because you think it’s good or you like 
it and you want people to agree."
These examples illustrate wanting reassurance, or showing off
about something believed to be good. In either case it is
obvious the person will not be pleased to receive criticism.
Otherwise the only variation among the subjects who want approval
is that some invariably want it and others only under some
circumstances.
Subjects who say they want to know the critic’s opinion are 
readier to give reasons. The main reason given is that they ask 
because they want to know. In Section 5 if was noted that 
subjects are more likely to ask for criticism when they are not 
sure of themselves and 7 said they ask only when not sure. 9 
subjects say they ask when they are uncertain as to what would 
be the best line of action to pursue, or are conscious of some 
difficulty. Under these circumstances approval is worthless and 
they want an honest opinion. V\fhen something is already done, 
approval is often wanted, but urtien there is a doubt about some­
thing still to be done, an opinion is usually wanted. "Criticism" 
here verges oh "advice".
The following subjects want an opinion when in some difficulty:
"I ask because I feel there is something wrong and I want 
to put my finger on it."
"I don’t usually ask unless I’m in a mess and want to know 
what to do."
So subjects are about evenly divided as to whether they 
want an opinion vtoen they ask for criticism or are just asking 
for praise. Many say that under some conditions they want
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approval and under others they want help or a true opinion, and 
this seems plausible# The factor of whether they are asking i
about something which has been done or about something which 
they are going to do is probably important. But some people 
always want praise when they ask, and others seem to be honest in 
always demanding an opinion. The latter often say they are 
pleased when praise comes but would rather get adverse criticism 
than be misled.
(ii) Reactions to criticism when it has been asked for, as 
compared to reactions to spontaneous criticism.
In the interviews, subjects were asked whether there was
any difference between their reactions to criticism they have
asked for and spontaneous criticism. They were also asked
generally how they responded to criticism when they have asked
for it.
TABLE LXI on next page.
-317-
TABLE LXI. REACTIONS TO CRITICISM ASKED FOR AND REACTIONS TO 
SPON^TANEOUS CRITICISM.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECOI
/ GIVING IT.
No difference (9 no difference under certain conditions) .. 13 
Not much difference         5
Reactions more favourable when criticism asked for.
Take it more, readier to accept it, easier to take, etc. .. 11 
Take more notice, consider it more, more influenced, etc. . 11
All right if ask, like it, feel better about it ..........  6
Listen m o r e   ........    6
Take it calmly, less emotional, take it as it comes, etc. . 5
Receptive and keyed up, less of a shock, prepared for it .. 5
Lose personal feeling, more detached about it  ..........  2
Pleased if approval comes  ...........    2
Helps one make up one’s m i n d .......................   l
Saying less when ask.
Try to repress anger, wouldn’t tell them if disagreed ..... 2
Prefer spontaneous criticism.
Don* t feel it is genuine when you ask  ....    4
If negative criticism more annoying than if had not asked . 1
Take more notice if spontaneous as better thought out ..... 1
Take spontaneous criticism better.....     1
z
Emotionally disturbed after criticism that has been asked for. 
Exaggerate it as feel they are saying mildly what they have 
been feeling for a long time .............................. 1
Hurt, dis appointed if not approval  .....      4
Feel squashed, "It’s d&concerting"  ....         2
If wanted approval and criticism comes, feels "I was very 
foolish to ask"  .....    1
Unfavourable reactions after criticism that has been asked for.
If wanted approval and criticism comes, annoyed  .......   5
If wanted approval and criticism comes does not believe it,
attaches little validity to it, keeps own ideas  .....  4
Even if asks dislikes it, resents it  .......   2
If wanted approval and criticism comes^TeeTs resentruX..... 1
Donèt take it  ....       1
If asked as a matter of course doesn’t take any notice
unless agrees with it .....       1
Makes no difference if on something already d one   1
li
Defensive Rebuttal of criticism that has been asked for.
Answer it, defend it, support own views ......   9
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Thus, 18 subjects say there is no or very little difference 
between their reactions to spontaneous criticism and criticism 
for which they have asked. Some say that under certain 
conditions it might make a difference, but for most of these 
subjects other factors are more important^, e.g.:
"If it is friends or family, I should feel the same whether 
or not I asked for it."
"I like people to respect my opinion by putting criticism 
in a pleasant fashion and in a decent manner. Then it 
wouldn’t make any difference if I’d asked for it or not."
There is some difference in the responses of the other 58 
subjects. There is a connection between what is wanted when one 
asks for criticism and how the criticism is received. The 
subjects who genuinely want an opinion or help are usually 
readier to listen to criticism than if they had not asked, e.g.:
"If I ask, I am not sure and I am much more willing to 
accept it."
"If I ask for criticism, I am generally in difficulty 
about something so I am more likely to take it than if 
I had fixed views."
"I receive it with an open mind if I ask for criticism as 
I do want an opinion."
In answer to the question whether- there is any difference in
attitude if they have asked:
"It usually is different. If you ask for an opinion you 
take it as it comes, whether it is good or bad. I feel 
better about it than I do about ordinary criticism."
"Generally, yes, as I’m prepared for it and tell them to 
lay it on as thick as possible and I have a more detached 
view. I think about it more and am not so anotional."
There seems to be a feeling that if one has asked for
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criticism one should not be too vehement in the overt response 
to it. There is no evidence of open aggression even if the 
recipient disagrees with the criticism. Only 5 subjects even 
defend themselves. 2 subjects specifically say they would be 
openly aggressive if they disagreed with it or disliked the 
criticism, if they had asked for it, e.g.:
"If I ask, my reaction differs, naturally, as if I 
disagreed with the criticism I wouldnH tell them outright 
but only ignore it."
Some subjects say that they feel annoyed, resentful or hurt if
they want approval and are not praised. But again they hide
their annoyance and there is no evidence of overt aggression.
But subjects are not always ready to take criticism when
they have asked for it. As would be expected, the subject who
only asks "as a matter of course" takes no notice unless the
criticism confirms his own opinion. Another subject says he may
be resentful even if he has asked and two others are not influen-l
ced. Another points out that if he asks about something that is
already done, the criticism is unimportant. It is evident in
these cases that approval, not advice, is wanted. i
7 subjects say they prefer spontaneous criticism, e.g.:
"Yes, it is a different reaction. If you ask for 
criticism they are not quite prepared to answer it straigt 
away. For example, in chemistry when I ask someone about 
a compound I*ire just made, they answer immediately and 
make a lot of mistakes. But when criticism is offered 
spontaneously it is pretty well thought out."
This subject only wants approval when she asks someone. 4- others
say that when they ask for criticism they have found usually no
genuine criticism is given and that the critic just evades the
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question. This is probably true in many situations and it is 
perhaps surprising that it is not mentioned more frequently.
Thus, subjects* reactions depend largely on what they expect 
to hear when they ask. If they only want approval, they are 
annoyed, react emotionally, or ignore it if criticised* But 
there is little overt hostility as they feel that since they have 
asked for it, they should not be aggressive. If people genuinely 
want an opinion or help, they are usually ready to listen to the 
criticism.
Several subjects mention that they only ask for criticism 
from certain people; five mention an expert, three, relatives 
and two, friends. These subjects seem to take it seriously and 
want an opinion or help when they ask for criticism.
Others mention that they ask for criticism especially on 
some topics. Two mention work, two, taste; one, personality; 
and one, clothes. One subject points out :
"One doesn*t ask for criticism on opinions, but only on 
something you*ve got or something you*ve created."
One subject makes the point that if he asks for criticism,
I
the critic is more likely to be polite than if it was spontaneous 
criticism. This may be another reason vhy the reaction to 
criticism that has been asked for is not usually overtly 
aggressive, as results confirm the expectation that criticism 
put aggressively evokes a more overtly aggressive response.
(iii) Prolection Test Material.
The material obtained from the story-completion projection
tests given to subjects (Chapter VII) touches a rather different
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aspect of this topic. In each test, one character in the story 
is criticised hy another. The criticism is already present in 
each situation, so the subject cannot ask for it. But he can 
ask for more details about the criticism already made, and this 
is one aspect of asking for criticism.
In Projection Test A, the critic is the boss complaining 
about a new method of work. 15 of the JÔ subjects who did this 
test, made the character criticised, Dick or Betty, ask the boss 
for more detailed criticism. Subjects also had to sa^  ^what Dick 
did later when given work to do similar to that criticised. Of 
the 15 subjects who ask for further criticism or ask the boss*s 
opinion, 12 base their future action on ^at the boss says.
7 subjects ask for further criticism in their responses to 
Projection Test B. 4. of these say the character criticised is 
sure of himself. These 4- ask the critic his reasons for 
criticising. The other 5 are *not sure* and ask for more details 
Only these 5 seem to be asking for an opinion, in the other 4. 
cases it is more of an aggressive move.
In Projection Test 0, the topic of the criticism is clothes, 
17 of the 70 subjects who did this test asked for more criticism 
in their response. 11 of these are influenced by the more 
detailed criticism that comes. 9 of the 11 subjects who were 
influenced by the further criticism were not sure of themselves.
In Projection Test E, a layman criticises someone who knows 
more about the topic. 18 of the 55 subjects who did this test 
ask the layman why he said what he did, or how he came to hold
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The response to criticism after one has asked, depends 
largely on whether one wanted approval or opinion. Subjects 
who wanted the critic's opinion were pleased to get the criticism 
and often listened to it. But there is undoubtedly a shock when 
one asks expecting approval, and criticism comes. In these 
cases, annoyance or resentment was felt and sometimes intropuni- 
tive aggression. Subjects are less likely to argue if they have 
asked for the criticism even if.they disagree with it, as they 
feel they should not be overtly hostile since they asked. Also, 
as mentioned by one subject, the criticism is likely to be less 
aggressive.
People who want criticism are annoyed when they ask for it 
and feel the critic is being evasive. For this reason, some 
subjects have more faith in the validity of spontaneous criticism, 
But generally, when subjects are unsure of themselves and ask for 
criticism, they are ready to listen as they want to know the 
critic's opinion.
7. Change in attitude to criticism due to age.
(j) Results.
It is generally supposed that a person's age affects his 
reactions to criticism. Psychologists and laymen usually believe 
that adolescents do not respond well to criticism, but tend to 
be emotionally disturbed by it and do not listen to it. It is 
thought that these reactions change as people grow older and 
they are then able to have a calmer attitude to criticism and
can profit by it to a greater extent.
No questions were asked in the interviews about the effect 
of age, since the emphasis was on the way subjects took criticism 
at the present time, not how their reactions compared either with 
those of other people, or with their own at an earlier age. But 
21 subjects spontaneously referred to the effect of age, saying 
their reactions at the time of being interviewed differed from 
their reactions at an earlier age.
TABLE LXII. CHANGES IN ATTITUDES TOWARDS CRITICISM.
ANSWER NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Less emotional reactions.
Less sensitive, touchy now, less emotional now.......  12
Mind it less now, less upset, less worried, less hurt 
now, less disturbed now, take it more calmly ......... 9
Resent it less now, less annoyed now  .....  2
Like it more now             1
Less influenced.
Take less notice now, accept it less than used to .... 5
Take no notice n o w .....            1_
k
More influenced.
Listen more now, improving at making use of it ...... 2
Change in outward reaction, defends self less......... 2
Reasons given for change of attitude.
Now more sure of self ............    5
The general tendency, therefore, is for subjects to say they 
have a calmer attitude to criticism than they had previously.
The subjects were aged mainly between 20 and 50 years, so it is 
probable that when they refer to their past reactions they are 
speaking of the years of late adolescence, 15 to 20 years.
Factual age was mentioned by only a few subjects, but others
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said "a few years ago", "8 or g years" back*'and similar state­
ments. The main tendency of the results confirms the work on 
adolescence, that reactions to criticism become less emotional as 
the individual grows older. Subjects word this in different 
ways. They say they are less sensitive to criticism now, have a 
less emotional response, or take it more calmly. Others say 
that they used to be more hurt, worried or disturbed by it, or 
say they now mind it less. Others show that they are now less 
hostile, annoyed or resentful. All these answers illustrate a 
less emotional attitude to criticism, e.g.:
"I used to get very annoyed, hurt and upset but not so 
much now."
"I can see stages in my own life. I was most sensitive at 
15 or 16 when I first went to High School, as I had never 
been to a public High School and was not sure of myself.
But I became less and less sensitive through the five
years at college, as I became more sure of myself, until 
now ordinarily it doesn't worry me at all."
if subjects are influenced by criticism less than they used
to be when younger. Again, these subjects seem to be less
disturbed by criticism than they were before. Two subjects, on 
the other hand, sayothat now they are more influenced. But in 
these cases also it seems to be due to a less emotional attitude, 
since they say that as they are less disturbed by the criticism, 
they are better able to profit by it.
Thus, generally, subjects say they respond more favourably 
than previously. Only 5 subjects mention a reason for this 
change in attitude, namely that they are now more sure of 
themselves. This agrees with the findings in Section 5, that
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people react less emotionally when they are sure of themselves. 
It also agrees with the current views suggesting that one of the 
reasons why adolescents tend to have difficulty in taking 
criticism is their lack of security. The following examples are 
from subjects who give reasons for their change of attitude. 
Both refer to criticism of personal characteristics:
"A few years ago I used to take quite a lot of notice of 
it. I don't take so much notice now. The explanation 
is that one was adolescent and wanted to know the 
impression one was making. Now I am sure of myself. "
"It amuses me and has no effect on me. People's opinions 
don't disturb me one way or the other. They used to but 
not now as I'm sure of myself."
(ii) Conclusion on change of attitude due to age.
It is interesting that all 21 subjects who refer to their 
change of attitude, believe there has been an improvement.
There is no suggestion anywhere that their attitude has become 
worse. The general tendency is to say that they are less 
emotionally disturbed by it now and take it more calmly, If 
they listen less, it is because they are more secure and can 
make up their own minds ; if they listen more, it is because 
they are calmer. But this is not necessarily a failure to note 
deteriorations, probably these subjects in the post-adolescent 
period do now react less emotionally. When they refer to their 
previous reactions, they seem to be describing their late 
adolescence, illustrating the current view that adolescents 
respond emotionally to criticism. The improvement is, of 
course, gradial, and this is also recognised by subjects.
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8# Other factors influencing attitudes to criticism.
(i) Results.
14. subjects in their interviews spontaneously mentioned
other factors which influence their reactions to criticism.
TABLE LXIII. OTHER FACTORS SPOFrAi^OUSLY MENTIONED BY SUBJECTS.
FACTOR. NO. OF SUBJECTS
Environmental influences. GIVING IT .
Nationality......................................... 2
Taught to accept it ........ ...........................  2
Being taught psychology  .... ...................... 1
Due to childhood  ........          • 1
M o o d   ...... ................................... 8
Depends on t ime of day it is  ...... . 5
Depends on how important the occasion is ..... ..........1
Personality type .......................................  2
Position....... ............................. . 1
Thus only a few factors were mentioned apart from the ones about 
which questions were asked. It may seem strange that only 2 
subjects said their reactions to criticism were influenced by 
their personality, but this is due to the way in which the 
interview was worded. Questions were put to each subject asking 
him how he took criticism under various conditions. The emphasis 
was on the different ways in which the same individual reacts, 
according to the circumstances of the situation, and not on 
differences between individuals. The subjects who refer to their 
personality types are making an implicit comparison between 
themselves and other people. The subject who referred to his 
position in the firm as affecting his reaction was also making a 
comparison between himself and others. He said he would be
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sympathetic and indulgent when criticised by an inferior at work | 
and gave as a reason the fact that he himself was not in an 
important enough position to feel offended, but added that if he 
were head of the firm he would probably dislike the criticism 
more.
Some other factors given by subjects are also reasons why 
they react in a particular way. These have been called 
"Environmental Influences" as something in the person's back­
ground is mentioned. One subject said he was unpopular as a 
child and v/as ridiculed by other children and this has left him 
permanently sensitive to criticism. One Canadian subject said 
that his nationality determined his reactions, and one subject 
who had lived in the United States said that this stay influenced 
her towards reacting in a more typically American way. A 
comparison of responses to criticism in these countries would be 
necessary toiifind out if they are expressing national and not 
merely individual differences.
Two subjects said they had been trained to take criticism 
well, one at school and as a Guide, and the other in his training 
as an architect. These must be taken as expressions of 
personality differences since many other subjects had undergone 
the same or similar training as these two, but had not mentioned 
it as affecting their responses.
Another subject who had studied psychology said this made 
her look for the psychological reason behind the criticism.
The other factors in the table refer more to the actual 
circumstances at the time of the criticism. 8 subjects say they
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are affected by their mood at the time of the criticism. Mood \ 
probably affects the reactions of more subjects than this, but 
no questions were asked about it and perhaps subjects took it for 
granted as an influence. The following are examples taken from 
subjects who did mention mood;
"If people criticise my attractiveness I laugh it off, but
if they do it a lot I may get hurt - it depends how I'm
feeling. My mood is very important. If I'm tired I won't 
take anything at all. If I feel rather pleased with 
myself I may laugh it off."
"On small matters it depends on the mood I'm in at the time
If the mood isn't right you can't take any criticism. If 
it's the best you could have done, you don’t want criticjsn 
if you're in a certain mood."
"It depends partly on the mood one's in. If all's right 
with the WDrld, you can feel criticism is only a very 
small part of life."
5 subjects say that the time of day when criticism is given
affects their reactions. This is also a reference to mood,
since they mean that at a certain time of the day they are
likely to feel on edge, tired, etc.
(ii) Conclusion on other factors mentioned by subjects.
These factors fall into two categories. First, personality 
types'or traits in the recipient are seen as affecting his resp­
onse to criticism. These are sometimes described as being due 
to environmental influences. Ifvhen these are named as factors 
affecting reactions, it means that a comparison is being made 
by subjects between themselves and other people. The other type 
of factor is concerned with influences causing the same individ­
ual to react in different ways. His mood when criticised is 
seen to be important. Time of day is probably an indirect
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ref ere no e to mood since people tend to be in certain moods at 
certain times of the day.
So few new factors were mentioned spontaneously by subjects 
that it would seem that most of the important influences had 
already been dealt with.
9. Subjects' views on the normality of their attitude to 
criticism.
(i) Results.
Towards the end of their interviews, 77 subjects were asked: 
"What do you think of the normality of the way you take 
criticism. Do you think you are as sensitive, more sensitive, 
or less sensitive than most people you meet or know?" This 
was the only time in the interview that subjects were asked 
to compare their own reactions with those of other people.
The question was asked to gain more information about the 
subject's reactions, to gain insight into the subject's 
objectivity, and to provide an opportunity for subjects to 
describe other people's reactions.
TABLE LXIV on next page.
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TABLB LXIV. SUBJECTS' ANSWERS TO QUESTION ON NORMALITY OF 
ÊBBÏR SENSITIVITY TO CRITICI^
NO. OF SUBJECTS
ANSWER. GIVING IT.
Comparisons with other people, in terms of sensitivity.
Normal, more or less normal, average, medium (either on _
some topics only or generally)  .. .....................  18
Normal to sligitly m o r e ............    1
More sensitive than most (on all or some topics)  ....   21
Slightly more, a little more sensitive......     __6
28
Less sensitive (on some topics only or generally) .....
Slightly less sensitive......     1
Average or less sensitive, between average and less .... 7
Less sensitive or don't k n o w.............   _j_
15
Less sensitive than girl friends, more sensitive than
boy friends, same as family ...........................  1
Appear average  .........      1
Other comparisons.
Better attitude, take it better, accept it more easily.. 5
Emotionally less affected, regard it more impersonally.. 2
Take more not ice  .....      2
More influenced on trivial things 1
More interested...............................  1
Less critical whether they are right or not ....   1
Resent it more .....         1
Flare up more .........................................  1
Rationalize things more ...............................  1
More introspective .................    1
Statements about own reactio^ - no comparisons.
Pretty sensitive, sensitive (one adds "but rational") .. 6
Very sensitive, hypersensitive, too sensitive  ....  6
Nervous, might make me worry for quite a few days.. ...  2
Take it hard, obstinate about accepting it ............  2
Don't like it ....       1
May remember it for years ........      1
Act on it ...............................       1
Think about it  ................        • • 1
Can usually take a joke against myself................  1
Don't bother about it, don't mind, it doesn't matter ... 5
Take little notice.........       1
Try to appear less sensitive, try not to show it ....... 5
Cannot make comparison ................................  3
Cannot make comparison without reference to topic ...... 10
critic ....  5
type of criticism ... 2
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Most subjects who coiapare their reactions with those of others > 
believe themselves to be normal in sensitivity or more sensitive 
than others . By the term "sensitive" was meant degree of 
emotionality in the response, whether this is in the direction 
of being hurt, annoyed or overtly hostile. It also includes in 
its meaning, perception of criticism.
18 subjects judge themselves to be normal (statistical
normality implied) in their sensitivity. Some really seem to
think that they react in approximately the same way as,most
other people, others may say "normal" because of the tendency
to place oneself in the middle of a given scale. Some believe
they are normal except on certain topics on which they are more
sensitive. The following are examples of subjects who say
they are normal in sensitivity either sometimes or always :
"My reception of criticism is more or less normal."
"About average. I've never thought about it much. I've 
seen many people who are more sensitive and do strange 
things like flaring up or going into sulks."
"About the same as most people. I can't imagine anyone 
.doing anything much different."
28 subjects believe they are*more sensitive to some extent 
or in some circumstances, than the people they know. This 
number seems high as usually it is considered better not to be 
too emotional or sensitive to criticism. Some subjects who say 
they are more sensitive than the normal add that they think they 
are very sensitive or too sensitive, or make other statements 
showing that they feel they should not react so violently. The
insistence that they are more sensitive than the normal seems to
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be an example of honest introspection. It is also partly i
because this question comes at the end of a fairly long interview 
on criticism. During this interview the subject's reactions have 
been studied in different circumstances, and every subject has 
described some emotional reactions, since everyone at some time 
reacts emotionally to criticism. Therefore it has been brought 
to his notice that he has these emotional reactions. He is not 
sure that others react in the same way and so this may lead him 
to suppose that he is more sensitive than other people. But 
generally the people who described the more emotional reactions 
were the ones who called themselves more sensitive. The 
.following quotations are from subjects who said they were more 
sensitive than other people:
"I think myself more sensitive to it than other people."
"I think I am as sensitive as most people - possibly a 
little more but not much."
"I try to give the appearance of being less sensitive, but 
I think I'm more sensitive. I remember some things 
people said from ten or fifteen years ago."
Fewer subjects, totalling 1$, say that they are less 
sensitive than most people. It might have been expected that 
more should think of themselves as less sensitive, indeed one 
subject said:
"I think I am less sensitive to it - but I suppose 
everyone says that."
Some of the subjects who say they are less sensitive might be
referring to their ideal, but most really seem to be less
sensitive. The following are examples of subjects who say they 
are less sensitive:
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"If all things are considered together, I am less sensitive
"I think I am less sensitive."
Other subjects compared their reactions with those of other 
people, but not in terms of sensitivity. These can mostly be 
divided into those who think they have a more emotional reaction 
than others and those who believe they are less disturbed.
In the first group come the subjects who say they take 
more notice, resent it more and flare up more. In the second, 
those who believe they accept it more easily and have a better 
attitude to it. Other subjects fall into neither group. The 
following are examples of comparisons made by subjects:
"I probably take more notice of it than most people and
am not so critical as to whether they're right."
"I think I regard it more impersonally. I don't let it 
have any effect on my actions or ideas."
There is little numerical difference between those who think
they have a calmer reaction than most people and those who
believe they are more emotional, nor between thos e who say they
are more influenced and those who are less.
Many subjects took this question as an opportunity to
describe their general reactions to criticism, either with or 
without a comparison with other people. As the term "sensitivily" 
was used in the question, 12 described the degree of their own 
sensitivity. Other subjects gave evidence of emotional 
reactions to criticism by saying they dislike it, it makes them 
nervous, etc. Fewer subjects said they can take it well or 
calmly.
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3 subjects said they were unable to make a comparison 
between themselves and other people, and others also failed to 
do so. 17 others were unable to make a comparison without 
referring to some aspect of the situation, topic, critic, etc. 
This is not surprising, however, as the interview emphasised the 
importance of the different factors in the situation.
(ii) Conclusion on subjects' answers concerning their normality.
The impression gained from subjects' answers to the question 
concerning the normality of their reactions is that many 
subjects believe they respond emotionally. The socio-economic 
and educational standards of the subjects may partly account for 
this, also the fact that the question was asked at the oad of an 
interview in which emotional reactions had been described. But 
even accounting for these factors, it seems that these post­
adolescents react emotionally to criticism, as adolescents are 
supposed to do. Not all subjects answer in this way and others 
believe they are unaffected by criticism or use it without being 
emotionally disturbed. Subjects usually answered consistently 
with their earlier replies in the interview, but rather too 
many call themselves"more sensitive than most people".
It seems, therefore, that people without any particular 
emotional disturbance still often have strong emotional reactions 
to criticism, perhaps more than is generally believed, or is 
outwardly visible.
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1^0 Reasons given by subjects as to why people criticise.
(i) Results4
In order to obtain more information about people's attitudes
regarding criticism, 28 subjects were asked towards the end of
their interviews, "Can you give me as many reasons as possible
why people criticise, any people at any time?" I5 other
subjects spontaneously gave reasons why people criticise. All
the answers to this question can be regarded partly as
projections of the subject's own reasons for criticising, but
also as reasons why they think other people criticise; therefore
the answers help to explain subjects' reactions to criticism,
since if a subject ascribes malicious motives to most criticism,
it is not surprising that he often reacts unfavourably.
TABLE LXV. SUBJECTS' REASONS VvHY PEOPLE CRITICISE.
REASON. NO.OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Criticism socially approved, to help, influence, find the truth.
To help, to be helpful.............. .......  ...... . 22
For their own good, etc....................  I6
Given by teachers as part of their w o r k ......    4
To be friendly, well-meaning..................    2
To spur someone on to greater efforts ................ . 1
To influence them to change something, etc.  .....  5
Interested in work, topic, or people criticised ......  4
Experts criticise because they know more, etc.........  5
Want facts to be real, can't bear it to be misrepre­
sented 4
Can't bear to see something not perfect ..............  2
To get to the truth of the matter ....................  1
To find out what others think.......    1
If people are causing pain to others .................. 3
Because things are unusual .................    ]
Criticise authoritative bodies when disagree with them. 1 
Criticise important people who have much influence .... 1
Aesthetic criticism to instruct rather than influence . 1
Table continues ........
-337“
TABLE LXV continued.
In defence of an ideal .........   1
In the interplay of social life, in discussion ........ 2
To lead to arguments, to anger them as I like arguments. 2
Criticism with malicious motives or out of self-interest .
To defend self, because rights are being infringed ....  2
For ostentation, to show off, draw attention to them ... 6
To be in a superior position, to be on t o p ......    5
Just to hear own opinions  ..............            1
To sharpen their wits  ......    1
To appear humourous, clever or witty, as a joke  .....  2
In ^ort in order to w i n .......... ............... . 1
For own ends, to advance own position with people ...... 2
To annoy, to be offensive, to be catty .....   6
To hurt  ....................................  5
Out of spite ...................    2
To take them down a peg, to pull you down a bit  ..... 5
To get rid of someone .........     1
For revenge.............     1
Psychological reasons given for criticising.
Dislike, can't stand a person ............7.......... 5
Because they are annoyed, irritated, resentful   4
Feel inferior, someone else is better than you  .....  4
Feel jealous  .............................   5
Feel a grudge, outlet for dissatisfaction, frustrated .. 2
Criticise to devalue something unattainable  ......  1
Because you haven't done something they wanted to and
so they want you to find excuses for them......     1
Because they have been hurt  .....   1
Because they are in a pernickety m o o d ................   1
Because of a prejudice  ............     1
Due to background, childhood ...................... 2
Enjoy it, human nature, managing nature ..............   3
Not tactful, have no tact  .....       2
Thus many reasons, which may be divided into a few big 
groups, were given and subjects seemed to show much psychological 
insight into the situation. They seemed to view the criticism 
situation with some suspicion since almost no-one suggested that 
criticism was always given to help the recipient. But many 
subjects recognised that criticism was often given with good
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intentions and this is socially approved. 22 subjects said a 
reason for criticising was to help or be helpful in various 
situations :
"Members of the staff criticise students, obviously to be 
helpful and improve their work.’*.
"If someone looks awful, for example with a green coat and 
blue slacks, you criticise their colour sense to stop 
them wearing it."
"Because you feel the person you're going to criticise
-isn't really doing his best."
"À real desire for the person's good and you can think 
of an improvement and want to help."
Other helpful criticism may come from a wish to see the work
done correctly rather than from a desire to help the person, but
it is still considered a good motive.
Other subjects mention the wish to change someone or 
something. It is often implied that there is a friendly motive 
behind this, but some subjects seem to think it is given more 
with a wish to domineer or to mould others to one's own pattern.
This is not socially approved and subjects do not generally
think of themselves as ^ving this sort of criticism.
A desire for facts to be correct is s.ocially approved as a
motive for criticising in our culture. It is sometimes calm
but sometimes more emotional, with a suggestion that the critic 
cannot bear facts to be misrepresented. Similar to this is the 
expert who criticises when his own topic is misrepresented.
Another motive that is socially approved is criticising
because someone is harming otherw. Another subject refers to
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criticising. Subjects often call these the "psychological 
causes". They vary from a temporary mood due to external causes, 
to a permanent personality trait or type. 4 subjects say that 
the critic is annoyed at something, e.g.:
"If someone irritates them, for example by singing or 
whistling, then they criticise them and hope they stop."
5 say that people criticise others because they dislike them.
It seems true that people criticise others more when they dislike
them and, viewed from the other side of the situation, people do
not regard criticism favourably when they think the critic
dislikes them. The following are examples of this type of
reason:
"Sometimes just because they can't stand the other people 
or there is something in their character they don't like."
"There is criticism because people dislike you, even if 
things aren't wrong."
Other psychological reasons for criticising given are, 
feeling inferior, jealous, dissatisfied, hurt or frustrated.
This view is interesting since all these seem to be forms of 
frustration and criticism can be regarded as an expression of 
aggression. These subjects, therefore, are stating the 
frustrâtion-aggression hypothesis, that frustration is a cause 
of aggression and aggression is likely to follow frustration,e.g:
"If they themselves have been hurt, they sometimes criti­
cise the first person they meet, usually on clothes."
"People criticise as an outlet for dissatisfaction in 
their personal life."
4 subjects say that criticism occurs in discussion and in 
arguments in social life. One of these says he enjoys arguing
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and will sometimes criticise people in order to make them angry 
as they will then argue.
(ii) Conclusion on subjects' views as to why people criticise.
Reasons given hy subjects as to why people criticise are 
many and varied and show much psychological insight. Among 
reasons given are good motives to help the person, to improve 
or correct something, or just to change something, this last 
motive being regarded with rather more suspicion. People say 
that they criticise if they are asked for advice, and others 
mention it occurring in discussion and argument. Motives which 
are not regarded favourably include a wish to feel superior or 
to improve one's position. Another aspect of criticism for self* 
advancement is criticism to appear superior or otherwise impress.
Cases are also mentioned when there is a wish to hurt or 
annoy the recipient. Dislike of the person is suggested as a 
cause for criticising. Frustration or being hurt were mentioned 
by some subjects who expressed a form of the frustration- 
aggression hypothesis. Personality factors such as tactlessness 
or having a managing nature were also given.
The total list forms a comprehensive account of why people 
criticise and helps to explain unfavourable attitudes towards 
criticism. If a person believes that he is being criticised 
because the critic wants to hurt him or to show off, or as an 
outlet for his own dissatisfaction, he is unlikely to receive it 
well or be very much influenced by it.
In Chapter I, Section I5, reasons given by psychologists
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as to why people criticise are named. On the whole, good 
motives were ignored and a rather one-sided picture was drawn. 
Subjects showed themselves to he less suspicious of criticism, 
although they recognised unfriendly motives. Except for this 
difference, many motives for criticising were given both by 
psychologists and this group of subjects.
11. Subjects' views on what criticism is acceptable to others.
(i) Results.
In order to obtain more information on the important aspects
of the criticism situation, 50 subjects were asked towards the
end of their interviews: "When you criticise other people, under
what circumstances do you think they find it acceptable, or at
least should find it acceptable?" The answers to this question
combined the subjects' views of their positions as critics and
projection of their own attitudes towards criticism. Some
subjects recognised that they were projecting their own views,e.g:
"Anything that is meant in a friendly manner and would help 
them - this is the sort of-thing I would accept myself."
"Well, it's really me in reverse ...."
Others seemed to be projecting their own attitudes but were less
aware of it, e.g.:
"I feel very chary of criticising and I restrain myself as 
I imagine their resentment and that stops me, as I don't 
want to be resented, I want to be liked."
Subjects' answers show the aspects of the situation they consider
important and the sort of criticism they feel ^ould be given and 
accepted.
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TABLE LXVI. ANSWERS TO QUESTION REFERRING TO CIRCUMSTANCES
UI^ DER WHICH CRITICISM IS OR SHOULD BE ACCEPTABLE 
TO OTHERS.
NO. OF SUBJECTS 
ANSWER. GIVING IT.
Referring to relationship, expertness or critic, etc.
When critic knows more than recipient, if critic expert ... 15
When it is as a teacher  ............   5
If outsider getting a better view  ...........    1
If friend, if someone who cares for them  .......   5
If good rapport between critic and recipient  ....   5
Vvhen critic not much younger than recipient ...............  1
w
Referring to tonic^ generally ............................  5
Not acceptable when "none of my business"  ..............  1
Not acceptable when on delicate topics  ......... .
Referring to the critic's intentions.
Trying to help, for their own good  .......................  9
Meant to be friendly, sincere, honest, well-meaning ....... ^
Referring to the way the criticism is nut, generally......  2
When tactfully, gently, praise first, not direct ..........  6
When not in a "Do this, do that" way ......................
Must appear not to be personal........................... .
Let them see it's just your opinion .......................
If error of fact do not bring anything moral into it ......
If in the course of a discussion .............. ...........
When alone with the person................................
If you say v\hat you mean exactly  ........ .
If given as equals  .......... . .......................
It must be forceful or they take no notice ................
ii
Referring to whether It Is .justified.
Acceptable if it is justified, if knows something wrong .... 4
Referring to type of criticism.
If it would help, benefit them, do them some g oo d.........  3
If constructive, make a suggestion they can follow ......... b
If reasonable, good criticism........   2
Explain thoroughly, give something to think about ........... ^
If they ask for it or want it. g
If they a s k ............. "  !*’**!..... û ’î...............  *
If they want it, in a hole and want some help .............. |
Acceptable if it does not affect professional status ......  1
Remarks about accenting criticism. .. ^
People seldom find it acceptable, no-one likes it..........
Remarks about making criticism.
Don't ao it m uc h...... ...................................
Rather not do it, don't like doing it, etc.................  P
Don't do it under various circumstances ...................  o
Do it often  ..........      2
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The relation between critic and recipient is mentioned 26 times 
as a factor making for acceptable criticism or criticism that 
should be acceptable. Reactions to criticism from an expert 
are largely favourable and this agrees with what subjects say 
here. Again it is confirmed that "expert" often means "more 
expert than the recipient". Just as subjects said they accepted 
criticism from someone more expert than themselves, they think 
others should do the same, e.g.:
"If I gave criticism to someone when I knew more about it 
than they did."
"It should be acceptable on all subjects on which I am 
factually more authoritative than they are, factually and 
by experience."
Only 5 people mention the topic of the criticism and 2 of 
these to say what topics should not be criticised. 5 others say 
that in some circumstances one can criticise on some things and 
not on others, for example one subject said that as a teacher she 
felt she could criticise the children's work and they should 
accept this, but not their appearance, while in other situations 
she criticises appearance but not work.
16 subjects refer to the way- criticism is meant. Results 
agree with those found when this aspect was studied separately. 
Subjects consider that criticism that is meant to be friendly, 
given with a desire to help and not just out of spite or malice,
should be accepted, e.g.:
"If I'm doing it to help them, not just criticising for 
the sake of criticising."
"If you're trying to help them. If you're not just doing 
it out of spite."
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The critic's manner is also seen to he important and is 
mentioned 1/ times, e.g.:
"If it is done gently, not just, 'I think you're
"I think that when it's sincerely meant and not directly 
given."
This subject combines both manner and motive.
4 subjects mention as an important factor whether the 
criticism is justified or not, and again they follow the general 
tendency in believing that only justified criticism is acceptable 
e.g. :
"Criticism is only accepted when the person already knows 
there is something wrong. You can't make someone do 
something he doesn't want to."
The type of criticism is mentioned by 18 subjects but this 
includes the g who say that people find or should find criticism 
acceptable when it would help them. This probably means often 
that it is constructive and detailed, and it usually implies 
that it is meant to be helpful. 6 subjects say it should be 
acceptable when it is constructive and again this agrees with 
the previous finding that subjects prefer constructive criticism
to destructive, e.g.:
"To put it generally, if it's constructive and it's going 
to help them to do vhat they're trying to do."
8 people say that criticism should be acceptable when the 
person has asked for it or wants it. This agrees with the 
result found that people react more favourably when they have 
asked for the criticism or genuinely want it. Some people say 
they do not criticise unless they are asked, and this is 
indicative of the same attitude.
(ii) Conclusion on subjects* views on criticism acceptable 
to others.
There seems to be a general fear of criticising among 
subjects as they seem frightened of the recipient*s reaction.
But the sort of criticism they think should be acceptable to 
people, whether it is or not, is similar to the criticism that 
is more favourably received by themselves. This criticism 
should be sincerely meant, given with a desire to help, be put 
in a gentle, tactful manner, be justified and constructive, and 
be given by someone with a good relationship with the recipient 
or someone who is more expert than he is. There are exceptions 
but generally this is a picture of criticism that people 
consider to be acceptable and think others should accept too.
CHAPTER VII. RESULTS OP PROJECTION TESTS DEALING WITH
CRITICISM.
1• Introduction.
In order to supplement interview material obtained from 
subjects on tbeir reactions to criticism, six projection tests 
of a story-completion type were constructed and given to 
subjects. A projection test, like any other psychological 
tests, evokes from the subject a sample of his behaviour. Prank 
(1 94-8, p.if/) says:
’’The essential feature of a projective technique is that 
it evokes from the subject what is, in various ways, 
expressive of his private world and personality processes’.’
In order that the subject can use the test as a stimulus for
expressing his own attitudes and reactions, the test presented
must be sufficiently vague. Prank says (1959» p.ifO^ ) :
”A projective method for the study of personality involves 
the presentation of a stimulus situation designed and 
chosen because it will mean to the subject not what the 
experimenter has arbitrarily decided it should mean ... 
but rather whatever it must mean to the personality who 
gives it, or improves upon it, his private, idiosyncratic 
meaning and organization.”
Thus the subject projects his own ideas, wishes, fears, fantasies
and behaviour, in this case, on to the character in the story.
The subject may consciously project himself into the character
in the story and say he is doing so. He may be only dimly aware
that he is projecting his own reactions or he may be quite
unaware that he is describing his own ideas, prejudices and
wishes. But he is projecting himself, although sometimes the
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reaction described may be more in the direction of his behaviour 
as he wishes it to be, rather than hmsabehaviour as it is.
In each of the tests given in the present investigation, a 
character in the story is criticised in some way, and the subject 
has to finish the story by recounting the reaction to the 
criticism. In some tests the subject also has to fill in some 
of the details of the criticism situation presented, such as 
whether the recipient is sure of himself or not, who the critic 
is, or the topic of the criticism. The situations were left as 
vague as possible so that they could be viewed in different ways 
by different subjects.
The tests were given to subjects one at a time, half the 
subjects being given the tests before being interviewed, and half 
after the interview. Therefore the effect of the interview on 
the test answers, or the effect of the test answers or situations 
on the interview can be discounted. No difference was found 
between the test results of subjects who were interviewed first 
and those interviewed afterwards. The number of tests given 
to each subject varied from four-to six, according to the ease 
with which the subject did the tests. Average time taken to do 
five tests was fifteen minutes. Subjects were told that the 
test presented a story and were asked to continue it either in 
writing or orally. Any other details to be given by subjects 
were also explained. About two-thirds of the subjects 
preferred to write rather than to give their answers orally.
Subjects used for the tests were the same as were described
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in the interviews. Generally, much similarity is seen between 
the answers of subjects in the interviews and in the tests.
Many subjects showed they were consciously identifying themselves 
with the character in the story, saying things like, "Dick is 
me". In other cases there was no conscious projection, but 
results usually corresponded with the answers of the subject in 
the interview.
2 . Results of Projection Test A.
(i) Description of test.
PROJECTION TEST A, AS GIVEN TO MALE SUBJECTS.
"Dick had just done a piece of work in the office and had given 
it to his boss. Dick thought he had done the work very well.
He had done the work using a new method that he had just evolved, 
The boss looked at the work and said, "I don*t think you have 
done this very well. It would have been better if you had kept 
to the old method!"
vmiTE WHAT DICK THOUGHT, VJÎAT HE SAID, WHAT HE DID, AND WHAT 
HAPPENED WHEN LATER DICK WAS GIVEN SOME WORK TO DO OF A SIMILAR 
NATURE."
For female subjects, the name ’Betty* was substituted for ’Dick*, 
otherwise the story was the same.
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) The employer-employee relationship is involved.
b) A new method has been used.
c) Dick (or Betty) thinks he has done the work well.
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d) the employer rejects the work brusquely and without offering 
any explanation.
(ii) General results of the test.
77 subjects did the test.
The responses to this and the other tests were analysed by 
counting each type of reaction that occurs in a response, but 
no reaction was counted more than once, even if the subject 
repeated it. When describing subjects’ responses, for the sake 
of convenience the form, "Three subjects were disappointed" has 
been used, instead of the more complicated, "Three subjects said 
that Dick was disappointed". The simpler form means that three 
subjects described the character as being disappointed, not that 
they said they themselves were disappointed. No difference has 
been made in treating the stories where subjects consciously 
projected themselves, and those where they did not.
In spite of the instructions given with the test, not all 
subjects wrote something for all parts of the answer demanded.
The results of the test have been analysed under the 
different headings as described in instructions given to subject
(iii) What Dick or Betty ’thought’.
It is very noticeable in this part of the answers to this 
test, that there is very much non-overt aggression shov/n by 
subjects in their reactiohs to the criticism.
TABLE LXVII on next page.
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TABLE LXVII. WHAT DICK OR BETTY ’THOUGHT’ IN PROJECTION TEST A .
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Hostile thoughts concerninp: the boss or nob.
Thinks he is conservative, old-fashioned, narrow-minded .. 21
Thinks he is stupid, fool, twerp, etc..................
Thinks he is not receptive to new ideas  ...............
Thinks of him as old  ........     i 1
Thinks he is unappreciative, unfair  ................ g
Thinks the boss cannot understand.....    6
Thinks using initiative is not worthwhile, etc........  5
Thinks boss is wrong or that he could do no better himself 9
Thinks he is prejudiced, or won’t listen  ...........   9
Pelt boss should have explained more  .......    2
Thinks ’Might have expected it’, not surprised  ......  2
Thinks ’I can’t do anything right for him’  ..........  Z
Thinks boss will accept new method without telling him ... 1
Thinks ’Damn you’ ................................   1
Thinks ’I’ll knock you down’ ..........      1
Thinks he will take the first opportunity to leave job ... 1
21
Other unfavourable reactions, aggressive, not influenced.
Annoyed, angry, indignant, furious, lost temper to self... 16 
Still thought nevf method better, still thought he was
right .....      14-
Thought he (recipient) had taken a lot of trouble........ 7
Resentful, sulky, fed-up, don’t care attitude  .....  5
Thought boss should use the new method......... 2
àà
Emotionally disturbed^ hurt, intropunitive, feel sorry.
Disappointed .......................     5
Upset, hurt .....       • • 4
Surprised, flabbergasted  ...........    5
Pelt unsettled, uncertain  ........      2
Depressed ...........     2
Thought, ’Am I good at anything?’ ....................... 2
Becomes critical of self ...........   2
Emotional  .........        1
Pelt sorry  ....................................   -gi
Favourable reactions, influenced, tender feelings.
Thought perhaps boss was right ........    4
Wonders #iat was wrong, why boss disliked method .. . ... 2
Tender ^ot for boss  .................................. 1
Other thoughts. , ^
Thinks must convince boss, show him he is right .......... c:
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These results show that it usual for subjects in this situation 
to have hostile thoughts concerning the boss, especially- 
thinking he is old-fashioned, not receptive to new ideas and 
similar sentiments. With only a few exceptions, most subjects 
feel the boss is wrong in his criticism and are not convinced 
by him, but, since "they feel they cannot say this, they feel 
even more aggressive than is usual after criticism felt to be 
justified.
(iv) What Dick or Betty ’said’.
15 subjects did not write anything under the heading of 
’said’ in their answers. This can be taken to show that at 
least they would not say very much to the boss.
Another 6 subjects put that Dick or Betty said "Nothing". Among 
reasons given for this are the following:
" In order to keep the peace."
"If he needed the job."
"As he couldn’t say what he thought to the boss."
Thus 54 subjects made Dick or Betty say something and their 
answers are found in Table LXVIII.
TABLE LXVIII on next page.
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T m i ë  LXVIII. WHAT DICK OR BETTY *8AID* IN PROJECTION TEST A.
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
6IÆÉJI1G IT.
Intropunitive or submissive replies.
’I’m sorry* etc....................................  11
Said would not use it again, would revert to old
system.........      6
Offered to do it again..................    2
Said, ’Perhaps you’re rigit ’ ......................  1
20
Ask boss s opinion, ask boss what to do next, etc.
Asked what was wrong  ......   7
Ask his opinion, ask what to do next time .......... 2
Asked if the method had any possibilities  ....   1
Asked if could go on trying  ...........    4.
Asked if could use both methods to compare ........ 1
15.
Explanation, defensive rebuttal.
Explained new method, explained why it was better,
defence, argued, discussed, etc.  .........   90
Said the new method was better ..................... 7
Asked if could show him the new method  ........  1
Said ^ e  would improve on the method..  1
5a
More aggressive..gemarKë.» . . .
Tell him to go jump in the lake (If did not need job) 1 
Tell boss he diould accept new method (As leaving the
jOb anyway)  ...........      1
Other aggressive remarks  .....    2
4
Conditions.
Depends if boss reasonable, in a good m o o d.......   2
Depends if friendly with boss 1
The main point to be noted in these answers is the small 
number of aggressive responses. Those noted occurred in 
exceptional cases when the person did not want the job any 
longer, was going to leave in any case, and similar situations. 
Otherwise subjects were often submissive, apologetic, or 
outwardly in agreement with the criticism. Many others asked 
the boss what to do next. But many subjects attempted to 
explain although there was usually a suggestion that the
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explanation or defence should be tactfully worded. Sometimes 
there seemed to be a more integrative approach (Anderson) with 
an effort to achieve genuine cooperation, but in most cases 
there seemed to be little respect for the boss and so they did 
not believe/ much could be gained by working it out together.
(v) What Dick or Betty ’did’.
This was included to provide an opening for subjects who 
wished to leave the job, run out of the room, etc. Thus it is
not surprising that 40 subjects wrote nothing under this heading
and 2 subjects wrote that Dick or Betty "Did nothing". Thus the
responses analysed are contributed by 55 subjects.
TABLE L X IX . WHAT DICK OR BETTY ’ D ID ’ IN  PROJECTION TEST A .
ANSWER. NO. OP SUBJEIT
GIVING I T .
Check up on the new method or try to improve it ....... 13
Leave the room quickly  .........     b
Do the work again using the old method  ............ . if
Consider leaving the job but do not actually do so ..... if
Take the work to another critic  ......     9
Compare the two methods  .....    2
Keep the work secretly to bring it up again at a more
propitious moment .........................   2
"Accepted the boss’s point of view pro tern’*  ....   1
"Slammed the books on the desk" .........      1
"Informed the rest of the staff what she thought of the
old 8o-and-so’*  .....      1
"Moaned about it to others " ..........     1
As in the ’Said* responses there is very little overt aggression 
in the answers in this section. The most common response was 
to try to check or improve the new method. This suggests, far 
more than do the ’thought’ answers, that the criticism has had 
some effect. It probably means that the subject has some doubt
about the value of the new method, and means to find out its
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worth. Other responses v/ere examples of substitute behaviour
(Doob and Sears), common when overt aggression is barred. Only
one subject leaves the job, and he said that Dick had received
his call-up papers, and thus changes the situation. As the
other subjects are staying in the job, little overt aggression
is permitted, although much is felt. The outlet for the
aggression can only be in hostile thoughts, or in substitute
behaviour, such as telling the rest of the staff what she thinks
of the boss. The answers seem very true-to-life.
(vi) What Dick or Betty did later when given a niece of work to 
do of a similar nature.
5 subjects do not say what happens later, and the other 
72 do not all say definitely that Dick or Betty use either the 
old or the new method.
if1 subjects say that under certain conditions they would 
do the next work in the old way. Some give reaq^ons:
"As he liked the job."
"In order to keep the job." (2 subjects).
"If he could not convince the boss." (5 subjects).
Other subjects added remarks]^
"If he had any sense he would do it the old way."
"She did it the old way but with little interest and no 
satisfaction but knew it would satisfy the old B— ",
19 subjects say they v/ould do it again in the new way.
These also sometimes specified certain conditions, e.g.:
"If he was quite convinced."
"After she had improved her method."
Other subjects compromised in some way, for example 5 said they
-557-
would use the best of both methods. Others said it depended on
other things, e.g.:
"She used the old method but would not have done so if 
she had felt more strongly about it."
"It would depend on how violent he (Dick) was."
In 20 cases the future action depends on the boss, showing 
again, as in the ’Said* and ’Did’ responses, that subjects are 
aware that the boss has the last word in this situation, However, 
there is sometimes evidence of a more genuinely integrative 
reaction where the boss and employee are working together. In 
many responses there is an obvious wish to work more jointly with 
the boss. 5 subjects express this by giving the story a happy 
ending. In one case the boss forgets he criticised Dick, and 
"dommended him for the effective completion of the job". In 
the second, the subject says:
"Dick used his own method, did it well and the boss did 
not complain."
In the third case, Betty decides to make only minor changes at 
a time, as she likes the boss and gets pleasure from pleasing 
him. The boss is pleased at her change of attitude.
For the most part, subjects make Dick or Betty do what the 
boss wants. But they are not usually convinced that he is right, 
they just feel they have to do as he wishes. The large number 
of times the advice of the boss is asked is significant. There 
seems to be a strong feeling of wanting to know where one 
stands ;  ^ subjects feel they have failed once and do not want to 
run the risk of failing again.
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concerning responses to criticism from someone in a superior 
position (Chapter IV, 4),
Another , point in this situation is that the character has 
evolved the new method himself and is likely to feel ego- 
involved over it. Also he thinks the work has been done well and 
therefore believes the criticism to be unjustified, ard so is
unlikely to be influenced by it. This agrees with the interview 
results (Chapter VI, if),
A further point is that the criticism is general and 
destructive and it was seen in the interview results (Chapter VI, 
5) that this type of criticism usually evokes unfavourable 
responses. Generally then, this situation seems likely to 
produce the unfavourable responses that occurred in the answers 
of subjects to this test.
5. Results of Projection Test E.
(i) Description of test.
PROJECTION TEST E, AS GIVEN TO MALE SUBJECTS.
"Having studied the subject for some time, Don felt he knew a 
lot about it. So #ien he was confronted with someone who said,
*1 don’t know much about it, but even to me a layman, it would 
seem your views are quite wrong*, D o n  "
For female subjects, the name *Margaret’ was substituted for 
*Don*, otherwise the story is the same.
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Subjects were asked to continue the story.
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) The topic of discussion is Don’s own particular topic.
b) The offensive manner of the critic.
c) The critic is a layman and admits it, and the recipient is 
more expert.
(ii) Results of the test.
54 subjects did the test. As before, for scoring purposes, 
each type of reaction given by a subject was counted only once. 
Two subjects mentioned a specific topic as the topic of the 
criticism in this test. A theology student put as the topic:
"Whether one could be a Christian without going to Church". 
The other, an accountant, put "law" as the topic.
Table LXX on next page.
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TABLE LXX. AHSWEHS TO PROJECTION TEST B.
ANSWER. NO. OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
UirPnvoiipaLle R e a c tio n s , f e e l  a g g re s s iv e , not In f lu e n c e d . et.C-..
Hostile thoughts about the critic, stupid, etc.......... 10
Annoyed, indignant, resentful, etc. (3 particularly 
because a person of inferior knowledge is criticising) . g
Not influenced, do not doubt they are right ..........   6
Leave the layman at the first opportunity .............. 2
"Bored to tears"  .............................
Emotionally disturbed, unhaopv. intropunitive.
Feel the need to turn to a friend after the encounter .. 2
Hurt         1
Unhappy  ...........    1
Felt he had not put it simply enough  ...........   1
5
Favourable Reactions, influenced, pleased.
Consider the views of the layman again........    5
Listen to the views of the layman again................ 2
Might feel some doubts ................................. 2
Pleased as he loves arguing ............................
IQ
Defensive Rebuttal. aggre_ssiv_e>-d_efensiye.^  .
Explain or argue with the layman.....    26
Openly aggressive  ...................     8
Point out they know more than the layman does  ...... 7
Suggest to the layman that he read something on the topic_j
AA
Ask the layman for more specific criticism.......   15
Refuse to argue ....................................... 5
Depends on mood  .....      1
The two most common types of response were explaining to the 
layman and asking the layman for more specific criticism. Ihe 
following are examples of explanation or defence:
"He explained every step."
"He t r i e d  to  convince th e  laym an o f h is  arg um ents ."
"He will explain if the person shows interest and if he 
(Don) is in the right mood."
The following are examples of asking for more criticism:
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"She asked why she thought her views were wrong."
"He asked how he had come to this conclusion."
Many subjects continue about what happens after the layman has 
further explained his case. Generally, if what the layman says 
is reasonable, the argument or explanation will go on. However, 
two subjects say they would explain more fully if the layman 
was illogical or unreasonable. There is one expression of 
pleasure from a subject who says Don enjoys arguing, and in 
another case the critic turns out not to be a layman, and a 
friendly discussion ensues.
(iii) Conclusion on results of Projection Test E.
The typical response in this test is to explain or argue 
and/or to ask for more specific criticism from the layman. There 
is very little fear of saying what one thinks, and so, there is 
no great difference between the amount of aggression felt and 
expressed. There is usually some dissatisfaction with the 
situation and there is very little evidence of enjoyment. On 
the whole subjects are annoyed at the layman for criticising 
them in this way and there is much hostility felt and expressed.
In Chapter IV, 5» it was seen that in the interview 
answers, subjects showed a need to explain after a layman’s 
criticism. In Test E, the criticism given is vague, and so 
subjects feel that before they can explain they must know more 
about what the layman means. Therefore they often ask for more 
detailed criticism. As seen in the interview material
(Chapter VI, 5)» after vague criticism it is more difficult to 
defend one’s views.
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Again, as in trie interview results, it is clear that to 
explain is often a compliment, as subjects who feel contempt for 
the layman are more likely to refuse to argue or be aggressive. 
The great amount of aggression in the results of this test is 
also probably due to the fact that the criticism itself is 
rather aggressive. People feel that if a layman criticises he 
should word his criticism in a pleasant fashion, and explain 
carefully what he means and in this test the criticism is brusque 
and vague.
if. Results of Projection Test P.
(i) Description of test.
PxRGJSCTIüN TEST F, AS GIVEN TO MALE SUBJECTS.
"There were a number of people in the room. Suddenly they 
began talking about Barry, Michael’s best friend. Barry was 
not present and they were just agreeing that often he behaved 
rather badly, when somebody turned round and said, "Oh goodness, 
Michael, I forgot, Barry is a friend of yours."
WRITE WHAT MICHAEL SAID, THOUGHT, DID AND FELT.
For female subjects, the name ’Diana’ was substituted for 
’Michael’, and ’Sally’ for ’Barry’. The criticism was that 
"Sally often made herself rather cheap", otherwise the story is 
the same.
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) The character’s best friend is criticised, when he (the
friend) is not present.
b) There are several people present when the criticism is made.
c) A direct approach is made by one of the company to the 
character.
(ii) General results of Projection Test F. 
ifO subjects did this test.
The results of men and women subjects will be treated together 
as the differences in the stories presented are not great enough 
to warrant separating the answers. Subjects’ answers will be 
divided into the categories required in the test, although not 
all subjects wrote something for all categories.
(iii) Vifhat Michael or Diana thought or felt in Projection Test F ,
TABLE LXXI. WHAT MIGHAEL OR DlAiXiA THOUGHT OR FELT IN TEST F.
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Hostile, not influenced, etc.
Annoyed, angry, fuming, ’boiled inside’, ’annoyed as
they were doing it in front of her’, etc. .............. 12
Hostile thoughts, think they’re stupid, unkind ......... J
Felt they shouldn’t do it, etc.  ...........   4
Think they don’t know friend very well ................. 5
Felt criticism unfair, tnought Sally gave this impression
but it was a false o n e   .....    2
Not influenced in her liking for Sally ................. 2
Think they’re jealous .......... .^...................... 2
Resentful as it looks as though they were willing to talk
as long as no friend present  .........    1
Wanted to hit back in retaliation ...................... 1
Wanted to get away ........................      • • • _JL
15.
Emotionally disturbed, hurt, upset, intropunitive.
Embarrassed  .....        5
Depressed ....................................    ]
Unhappy this unjustified picture was going about ....... 1
Felt awful......... *.................     ^
Tension as felt they might be right  ...........    ^
Thought, ’I’m not being very loyal, perhaps I should have 
got into a temper’ ....................................
Table continues  ...............
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#  # #TABLE LXXI continued 
Favourable Responses, influenced.
Felt perhaps they were right, agreed, partly agreed .... J
Thinks he must look into it      ......    1
I
Don’t mind, not offended, not annoyed as everyone has right__ 
to his own opinion............... ................ .
Other thoughts.
Made up his mind not to tell friend about it ........... if
Thought must tell friend he made a bad impression...... 2
Thought whether he could do anything to improve their
opinion of friend  ......      1
Felt she could do little about it ....    1
As would be expected, there are many more unfavourable than 
favourable thoughts in these answers. On the whole, subjects 
disliked tKe criticism of their friends and felt it should not 
be made in front of them when the friend under criticism was not 
present. Subjects found this an embarrassing situation, as it 
often is in real life. Wtien the criticism was true, some were 
even more embarrassed. Vvhen the criticism was unjustified, as 
most of the subjects believed, they often felt aggressive and 
thought the critics were jealous, were no better themselves, or 
had similar hostile thoughts.
(iv) What Michael or Diana said.
TABLE LXXI I on next^  page^
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TABLE L X n i . . WHAT kïICHAEL OR DIANA SAID IN PROJECTION TEST F.
ANSWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Defensive Rebuttal.
Explain or defend friend (2 only if unjust, 2 even if
true) ..................       20
Brings out good points of friend, says one-sided picture 10
Agree that Barry (Sally) is their friend ............. J
Says, " I  know him better than you do" etc............. 5
Attack critics, says talking about people is rotten,
catty, jealous  ............    5
Deny it .............................................. 3
Said they should not discuss friend like that, unfair
unless they also do it when he is there .............. 3
Said she thought they had forgotten she was there ..... 1
Says it cannot affect her friendship ..........   1
Said he was sorry to hear them talk like that .....   1
Say nothing, say little, agree.
Said, ^^ Don^ t mind me", *I can take criticism", etc. ... 6
Agreed they might be right ....... .........  ......... 5
Said little, said nothing (l as too many people there). o
If Michael had been true friend he would not have let 
the conversation go so far .  ...........    2
Depends on the truth of the criticism  ...........   4
The main outward reaction, therefore, is to answer the criticism 
in some way. Many subjects explained why they think the friend 
gives this impression and others defended him in other ways. 
Others simply denied the criticism or brought out the good 
points of the friend, the latter reaction often occurring when 
they inwardly agreed with the criticism. Other subjects seemed 
to be less emotionally disturbed or else were more self-effacing 
and did not answer the criticism, sometimes because they thought 
it true. This is a social situation in which people are 
permitted to rise to the defence and most of them do so.
(v) Vvhat Michael or Diana ’did*.
Only 10 subjects wrote anything for ’did’. This heading was 
only included to provide an opening for subjects v/ho wanted to 
leave the room or take other actions. The other 50 subjects 
seemed to feel their reactions had been adequately expressed 
under the other headings. One of the 10 subjects just said 
Michael "Did nothing."
TABLE LXXIII. WHAT MICHAEL OR DIAl^ A DID IN PROJECTION TEST F.
Ai^SWER. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Got away as soon as possible, left the room  ...... 2
Tried to change the conversation................ 2
Just go on talking.............................  2
Did nothing as did not want to embarrass people ...... 1
Stood his ground, did not walk out ............... 1
Speaks with people individually afterwards to find out 
if they are justified, if they are, talks to Barry, if 
they are unjustified, argues .......................  1
Again, these results largely show that this situation is 
unpleasant. This is evident from the answers of the subjects 
who want to finish the conversation or leave the room. One
subject who said nothing as there were too many people present
later tackles the people individually. This is the only person 
who refers to the fact that there are several critics.
(vi) Conclusion on results of Projection Test F.
The results of this test confirm the interview material 
concerning reception of criticism of a friend (Chapter V, 6). 
This sort of criticism is not welcomed and subjects often 
felt they must defend the friend attacked even if they realised 
the criticism were true. The most common answer in this test
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was to explain or to defend the friend. When interview results 
were discussed it was seen that an important point was whether 
the friend criticised was closer to the recipient than was the 
critic. In this case the character’s best friend is attacked, 
and therefore there is no hesitation in defending him. In our 
society it is considered worthy to defend friends, and in this 
case there is the additional factor that the friend attacked is 
not present, and subjects felt that the criticism should not be 
made in his absence.
The thoughts and feelings expressed by subjects also 
confirm the interview results. Few subjects were influenced by 
the criticism if they previously thought it untrue, but a few 
who already agreed went on agreeing. But if they outwardly 
said they agreed they usually also brought forward some good 
points about the friend. Many subjects felt very hostile 
towards the critics in this situation and this hostility was 
evident both in their thoughts and aggressive remarks.
5. Results of Projection Test B.
(i) Description of test.
PROJECTION TEST B. AS GIVEN TO MALE SUBJECTS.
"John was discussing politics with a man he had just met. The 
man stated his views and then John stated his (quite different
from those of ihis acquaintance). After John had finished, the 
other man said, ’You have no justification for believing in any
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of the things you have just said. As I am a lecturer in 
Political Science, you must take my word that I know vihat I am 
talking about.’
John was of himself he
not sure but
For female subjects the name ’Joan’ was substituted for ’John’, 
otherwise the story is the same.
Subjects were told to say whether John was sure or not sure of 
himself, by crossing out the one that does not apply, then to 
continue the story, using ’and’ or ’but’ or any other word to 
start•
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) The critic is a lecturer in Political Science and the topic 
under discussion is politics.
b) John and the lecturer have only just met.
c) The offensive manner of the lecturer.
d) The criticism given is general and destructive.
e) The subject has to say whether he is sure or not sure of 
himself.
(ii) Results of the test.
4.7 subjects did this test.
22 subjects said John v/as sure of himself. This includes the 
subject who said he was "sure but not dogmatic".
26 subjects said John was not sure of himself. This includes
the subject who said he was "not so sure" and the one who said 
he was "not entirely sure".
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total ifô (Not 4-7 as one subject wrote alternative stories for 
"sure" and "not sure").
TABLE LXXIV. RESPONSES TO CRITICISM IN PROJECTION TEST B .
REACTION. NO. OF NO.OF NOT
SURE SUBJECTS SURE SUBJS
Overt hostility towards critic ............. I5    2
Non-acceptance of lecturer’s views ......... 15   5
Non-overt aggression  ............. 7   20
D efence o f own view s ..............................................   10    -
Ask critic for reasons for his views ....... 4 .......
Try to stop the discussion  5    2
Look up books to find out about lecturer .... 1    -
Tried to keep her temper    1 .......
Felt embarrassed when heard of critic’s
profession  1 .......
Considered own views again....... .........  2 ......
Listen to lecturer .........................
Admit superior knowledge of the lecturer .•••
Try to learn more facts .......    - ...... 2
Made resolutions to learn more  ......... - .... . 2
Don’t let critic see they are not sure  - .......  2
Tried not to show annoyance ...........   - .......  1
Acceptance of critic’s views later   - ........ 1
Pleasure experienced     1 ........ 1
There were many different types of response given by the 22 
subjects who said John was sure of himself but one of the most 
common reactions was a show of overt hostility, e.g.:
"He said, ’There is no connection with being a lecturer 
and how much you know’.
"Said, ’It doesn’t matter who you are, if your views are 
ridiculous. I’ll say so.’"
"Said, ’Lots of lecturers in Political Science haven’t a 
clue as to what’s going on in the world."
"Pointed out tnat the argument was fallacious ^ d  that 
another lecturer who agreed with her (subject) could use 
the same linel"
Other sure subjects saw no reason why they should accept the
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critic’s views, since he gave no adequate reasons, and said they 
saw no reasons for changing their opinions. Asking for reasons 
is another aggressive move in this situation vhen the subject 
is sure of himself. Very few of the "sure" subjects were 
influenced by the criticism, though many found the situation 
unpleasant and tried to change the subject of conversation or 
felt aggressive. The typical response when the subject was sure 
of himself was to answer the lecturer with varying degrees of 
aggression. "Sure" subjects were not convinced by the lecturer ^
argument and often saw the flaw in the logic and pointed it out.
)
The responses of subjects who said John was "not sure" were 
rather different. There was much aggression felt but much less 
expressed and these subjects were generally less likely to give 
their views and defend themselves or be openly aggressive.
There seemed to be rather more aggressive feeling directed 
against the lecturer than in the "sure" responses, e.g.:
"He thought no reputable lecturer in Political Science 
would make such a blatant appeal to autnority so early 
in a discussion."
"His opinion of the man was somewhat lowered by the tone 
of his first remark."
Other subjects also objected to the critic’s manner and said they
thought he was "objectionable", "hostile", "dogmatic", "not
tactful", and similar terms.
Many "not sure" subjects, however, were willing to listen 
to the lecturer or admitted he had superior Imowledge. This is 
in spite of his brusque manner and lack of facts in his argument 
and shows the respect that experts enjoy in our culture.
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(iii) Conclusion on results of Projection Test B .
The differences found in this test between the responses of 
"sure" and "not sure" subjects agree largely with the interview 
material concerning this factor (Chapter VI, 5)* Subjects were 
far more willing to answer the criticism, either defending their 
views or more aggressively, when they were sure of themselves, 
and were more likely to be influenced by the criticism when they 
were not sure of themselves. In this story "not sure" subjects 
more often acknowledged the lecturer’s position even if they 
could not agree with the criticism. The "not sure" subject was 
more likely to be aggressive in thought only, whereas the "sure" 
subject was more likely to answer.
There was much aggression in the responses to this test.
One of the main reasons for this is the way in which the lecturer 
puts his criticism, saying that the recipient should accept his 
views simply because he is a lecturer. This was greatly resented 
and there was much more aggression in these results than is 
usual when the critic is an expert, also much less acceptance of 
the criticism. (Compare interview results. Chapter IV, 2)
6. Results of Projection Test C.
(i) Description of test given to male subjects.
The forms of this test given to male and female subjects 
are rather different so their results will be treated separately
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PHQJECTIQN TEST G, AS GEEVm TO MALE SUBJECTS>
"Sam had just bought a new tie. He was it was nice
not sure
and when his said, "That tie doesnH really suit
you, Sam’, Sam  ........."
Subjects were asked to;
a) Say whether Sam was sure or not sure the tie was nice, by 
crossing out the answer that did not apply*
b) Put in the space left, who the critic is.
c) Continue the story.
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) Sam has just bought the tie.
b) Subject has to say whether Sam isi.sure it is nice, or not.
c) Subject has to name the critic.
d) The criticism given is general and destructive.
(ii) General results of the test given to male subjects.
25 male subjects did this test.
'■ 9 subjects said Sam was not sure of himself, and 16 said sure.
Results will be examined first according to whether subjects 
were sure or not sure, and then according to whom is named as 
critic.
(iii) Comparison of results when male subjects were sure and 
not sure of themselves.
I
TABLE LXXV on next page.
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TABLE LXXV. RESULTS OF SURE ABD NOT SURE SUBJECTS IIM TEST C.
REACTION. NO.OF NO.OF NOT
SURE SUBJS. SUkE SUBJS. 
Defend the tie, say they like it, etc. ..••••. 8 ........ 4.
Not influenced............ ................ 3  -
Overt aggression.........................    ^   1
Hostile thoughts about the critic  ..........  2  1
Ask why the tie does not suit them
Influenced, feel less sure  ............   5  ....7
Blush, goes r e d ................. ...............1  ...1
Say little ..................................  1
Thus, #ien subjects were sure of themselves they were less 
likely to be influenced by the criticism. Subjects who said 
Sam was sure of himself were also more likely to answer the 
criticism and were able to explain why they bought the tie, e.g.:
"He carefully explained he was fastidious about his ties 
and knev/ what he wanted."
"He said, ’Really, my dear, it’s a dark suit and I must 
have a brightly coloured tie so that I won’t look as 
though I’m going to a funeral."
The "sure" subjects were also more likely to be openly hostile, 
e.g. :
"His first reactiop was to study the friend’s own dress 
and shoot him down in ribbons."
None of the "not sure" subjects said they were not influenced;
though some defended the tie, they seemed to do so with less
conviction and less hostility.
No direct comparison can be made of the above results, as 
the numbers are so small and the numbers of subjects in the two 
groups are not the same.
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(iv) Analysis of results according to critic named.
TABLE LXXVI. CRITICS NAMED BY SUBJECTS IN PROJECTION TEST C
(Male) 7
CRITIC. NO. OF SUBJECTS.
’Friend’ ................. 9
•Girl-friend’  .......    S
’Fiancee’ ................ 2
’Wife’ ....... .^.......  1
’Wife or fiance^e’ ........ 1
’Mother’ ................. 2
’Father* ............   1
’Friends’ ..............   1
’Colleagues’ ............. 1
’Neighbour’   .........   _JL
25.
9 subjects put ’friend’ as the critic. This is taken to
mean a friend of the same sex. The responses of these 9 subjects
may be compared with the responses of the 10 subjects who
mentioned a girl-friend, wife or fiancee as the critic.
TABLE LXXVI I. RESPONSES TO FRIENDS OF SAME SEX m D  MEMBERS OF
OPPOSITE SEX IN~PROJ£CTION~TEST~C (Male).
REACTION. SUBJECTS SUBJECTS
PUTTING ’-FRIEND’ PUTTING
  GIRL-FRIEND. :
Defend tie, say they like it, etc. ........ 6 ........if
Not influenced  .............. ........  2   1
Overt aggression  ..... 1  1
Non-overt aggression, hostile thoughts .... 1   2
Ask why tie does not suit h i m .........  2    2
Influenced, feel less sure ........... 2    8
These sets of reactions are similar, but it seems that male 
subjects were more likely to be influenced by their girl-friends, 
wives or fiancees than by friends of their own sex, when the 
topic of criticism is clothes.
(v) Description of test C given to female subjects.
PRÜJEOHOH TEST C. AS GIVEM TO Ii’BMALE SUBJECTS.
"Mary was going to a parly and had her new dress on. She was 
s lirenot sure looked nice, and when her said, "That dress
doesn’t really suit you, Mary", Mary
Subjects were asked to:
a) Say whether Mary was sure or not sure she looked nice.
b) Put, in the space left, who the critic is.
c) Continue the story.
Among the important points to notice in this test are:
a) Mary is going to a party.
b) She is wearing a new dress.
c) Subject has to say whether Mary is sure she looks nice or not.
d) Subject has to name the critic.
e) The criticism given is general and destructive*
The differences between this and the form of the test given 
to male subjects is that here a dress is criticised, a more 
important piece of clothing than a tie, and here the character is 
going to a party.
(vi) General results of the test. 
if5 female subjects did this test.
24- subjects said Mary was ’sure’ of herself or slight variations.
14. subjects said that Mary was ’not sure’ of herself.
5 subjects wrote alternative stories for ’sure’ and ’not sure’. 
These stories have been classified under ’sure’ and not sure 
One subject wrote two stories with different critics, but in both
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Mary was ’sure’ of herself.
Thus there are 51 stories where Mary is ’sure’,
and 19 stories where Mary is ’not sure’.
The story of one subject has not been classified under ’sure’ or
’not sure’, since, when she was asked to say whether Mary was s
sure or not, she said:
"It doesn’t matter. It’s her best friend criticising the 
dress, so it makes no difference if she is sure or not 
sure; she would be iiÿfluenced in any case."
(vii) Comparison of results when subjects were sure and not sure 
of themselves.
if of the 5 subjects who wrote alternative stories for ’sure’
and ’not sure’ had the same critic in both stories, so the factor
of being sure or not sure is the only variable. All these
stories emphasise the importance of this factor and so will be
quoted fully. The If subjects are called A, B, D and D.
SUBJECT ' CRITIC RESPONSE m m  SURE RESPONSE VvHEN NOT
_______ __________________________ _ ________________ SURE________
A. i Friend. "Feel upset because she "If she had not been
valued her friend’s 'sure her friend’s 
i opinion. On the other opinion would have
 ^ ' hand felt possibly that meant a lot to her
her friend was wrong and she would prob- 
' or that her taste was ably have agreed
 ______I_____________not as good as her own, with it.»___________
B. ; Best girl- "Little upset if she "Definitely upset
friend. thought a lot of the and would spend the
friend’s taste, prob- rest of the evening
ably be incredulous, a looking at the other
little less sure, but girls to see whether
it would not spoil the they looked nicer
party neither the and had more success
feeling that she looked go inevitably she
nice." would not look nice
nor have success.” _
Continues on next page ••
SUBJECT CRITIC RESPONSE WHEN SURE
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RESPONSE MEN NOT 
SURE.
Girl­
friend.
"If sure would not make j "Asked what was 
any alterations because wrong with it and 
of the criticism." considered whether
she agreed with her 
friend’s criticism. 
If she did she asked 
for suggestions as 
to what she could éo, 
j about it and carried 
isome of them out."
D. Husband , "Said, ’Oh, you always 
j say that about any- 
I thing new until you 
I get used to it. This 
! is a very nice dress I and I’m sure it suits 
! me. Look how nicely it 
I hangs. I’m sure you’ll 
like it.when you get 
used to it.
"Said, ’Well it’s my 
I new dress and I 
jthought it looked 
quite nice. What is 
it you don’t like
about it?’.......
’Yes, the neckline 
isn’t really very 
nice. I thought so 
when I put it on. I 
think I’ll change 
into my old green 
frock after all. I 
know I always look 
nice in that and 
you like it, don’t 
you? ’ "___________ :___
In all these 4. cases, the subject is more influenced by the 
criticism when she is not sure of herself and also is more upset 
when she is not sure. This was- also found when all the ’sure* 
and ’not sure’ stories were compared and in the interview 
material concerning this factor (Chapter VI, 5)•
t a b l e  LXXVIII on next page.
-575-
TA6LB LXXVIl. RBSUUS OP SUPB AMD ITOT SÜPE SUBJECTS IN TEST f!.
REACTION. NO.OP SURE NO.OP NOT
SUBJS.(51) SURE SUBJS.
HD
Favourable Reactions, influenced, aon’t mind, ask why, etc.
Influenced, agrees, likes garment less ••.... 10     /
Acts on it .................................  9    • • 10
Looks at self in mirror again...........  5     1
Asks for further criticism   ..............................
gà gi
Not upset ........ .........................  9   2
Emotionally disturbed, hurt, upset, etc.
Upset, miserable, taken aback, depressed, etc. 5   6
Surprised.......................... ........ 3    -
Unfavourable Reactions, not influenced, hostile thoughts, etc. 
Thought just different tastes, matter of
opinion  ..... .........................  7   -
Does not act on it ............... ........ J ........  4.
Not influenced, forgot about it ............  3 .... .
Confident #ien others said she looked nice •. 1   -
Felt critic wrong........ .............. 2..........
Asked someone else ............  . .. . ..... -    1
Hostile thoughts against the critic  ...... 7   -
Blames critic for letting her buy it  ......  -   1
Annoyed...................................  - ......... 1
Determined more than ever to be a success ... 1   -
Defensive Rebuttal, defence, open aggression, etc.
Defended dress, says like it  .......... . 7    2
Openly aggressive, had r o w ..............  2 ....... .
Said friends had admired it  ..............      Z
ii 2
Say nothing............ .................... 1   -
These results show that although many subjects were influenced 
by the criticism both in the ’sure’ and ’not sure’ groups, the 
’not sure’ subjects were more likely to act on it, to be 
influenced to the extent of changing the dress or altering the 
one criticised. The numbers in the table cannot be directly 
compared since they are taken from 51 stories in the ’sure 
group and only 1g in the ’not sure*. Taking this into account.
-280-
it seems that ’not sure’ subjects are more influenced. vVhen 
’sure’ subjects were influenced they just considered whether 
they agreed with the criticism, took another look at themselves, 
but did not often act on what was said. Many more ’sure’ than 
’not sure’ subjects specifically saidathey were not influenced ' 
by the criticism or did not act on it. ’Sure’ subjects were 
also much more likely to defend the dress or be openly aggressive, 
and seemed to feel more hostile towards the critic. Subjects in 
both groups showed they were disturbed by the criticism, but it 
is important to notice that whereas three ’sure’ subjects were 
surprised at receiving the criticism, no ’not sure’ subjects 
felt any surprise.
(viii) Analysis of results according to critic named.
4.5 subjects did this test, but 4.9 critics are named since 
2 subjects could not name a critic and 2 wrote alternative 
stories for tv/o different critics, and 4. wrote two stories with 
the same critic. In the 2 cases where two critics are named, 
one subject makes Mary ’sure’ in one story and ’not sure’ in the 
other so the stories cannot be directly compared; the other 
subject shows herself more likely to be influenced by a 
contemporary than someone older.
TABLE LXXIX. CRITICS NAMED BY SUBJECTS IN TEST C (FEMALE)
- CRITIC. NO. OF STORIES.
’ Friend’ .......    20
’Mother’ ................... . 1 5
’Husband’ ...................... 3
’Room-mate’  ............ 2
’Male friend’ .................. 2
’Fiance’ ....................... 2
’Sister’ ............     2
’Aunt’ ......    1
•Someone older’............    1
’A contemporary’  ............. _J_
49
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Responses to criticism when the critic is a friend of the 
same sex, the recipient’s mother, or a member of the opposite
I
sex, will be put together on the same table so that a rough I
comparison may be made between them. No direct comparison is 
possible since the numbers of stories analysed are different in 
each group.
15 subjects put ’mother’ as critic.
’Friend’ is meant to indicate a friend of the same sex.
When subjects did not specify the sex of the friend, it is taken 
to mean a;i friend of the same sex. 22 stories are analysed under 
’Friendf. Critics named were as follow:
CRITIC. NO. OF SUBJECTS.
’Friend’ ...............   10
’ Girl-friend’ ..........   5
’Room-mate’ .....   2
’Best girl-friend’ .....  2
’Very good friend’ ....... 1
’Female friend’ .......   1
’Best friend’ ..........  1
’Contemporary’  ......... _JL
22.
Two subjects put ’male friend’ as the critic, two put fiance’ 
and three put ’husband’. %hese seven answers will be taken 
together as representing responses to criticism given by a 
member of the opposite sex.
TABLE LXXX on next page.
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ABLE EBSPüNSES TO CRITICISM FROM FBIEND OF S A M  SEX. MOTHER. 
AND MEMBER OF OPPOSITE SEX, IN TEST C (Female).
REACTION NO. OP SUBJECTS VvHBN CRITIC
MOTHER FRIEND OPP.SBX
(15 stories)(23 stories)(7 stoE^
Favourable reactions.
Influenced, agrees, likes garment, less . é......1 0 ..... . 1
Acts on it   .................     2f.if.....  if
Looks at self in mirror agaih....... . if.. 2 .... . 4*
Asks for further criticism........... A....... _Jt........  3
TÏÏ 20_ [8
Not upset ................. ...... .... 1....... 2 ....... 1
Emotionally disturbed.
Upset, miserable, etc................. . 2 .. J ........ 2
Surprised...................    - .2 ... 1
Unfavourable reactions, not influenced.
Thought just different tastes, etc.... 2.......2 ......... -
Does not act on it  ................  8.. .2 ....... 1
Not influenced, etc................. . 1 ...... 1 ........ 1
Felt critic v/rong  ..............   - .1 ....... - '
Ask someone else  ..... ............... -  ...... 1_
11 I 1 .
Unfavourable reactions, hostile.
Hostile thoughts against the critic .... - ...... if ....... -
Blames mother for letting her buy it ... 1 ...... - ....... -
Annoyed......................     - ...... - ........ 1
Determined even more to be a success ... -  ..  1 ....... -
Defensive Rebuttal, aggressive openly*
Defended dress, say they like it ....... 1.... ..  2 •••••••• 2
Openly aggressive, had r o w ........... 1..... ... 1 ....... -
Said friends had admired it ...........1....  ...- •••••••• z
i - i 2
These numbers are too small to make any effective comparison and 
the numbers of stories analysed in each group are not the same. 
But generally it seems that friends were more effective as 
critics than mothers. When mother was the critic more people 
said they were not influenced by the criticism. But there seemed 
to be more hostility when the critic was a friend.
Criticism from a male friend was often effective, as the 
following story shows:
- 3 8 3 -
Mary is ’not sure* and is criticised by her ’room-mate’.
"Mary said, ’I know, but I can’t do anything about it.’
The room-mate advises her on what to do and Mary feels 
defiant and depressed but obeys. At the party she meets 
a fellow who always admired her. He tells her she has a 
nice dress on and she says, ’My friend thinks it’s 
ghastly*. He says, ’She’s got no soul. Come on, let’s 
dance.*, and Mary is happy."
The praise of the male friend in this case quite counteracts
the criticism of the room-mate.
Two subjects put ’sister* as the critic and neither is 
willing to listen to the criticism. One put ’aunt’ as the 
critic and she is ready to listen to her. But no generalisations 
can be made from one or two cases.
It is interesting to note that / subjects mention that they 
would be influenced by the opinion of a number of people rather 
than by the opinion of just one person. This seems to be a I 
general tendency and is also evident in the interview material.
(ix) Conclusion on results to test C, male and female subjects.
There was conscious identification on the part of many 
subjects doing this test; they said they were putting themselves 
in Mary’s or Sam’s position, or else answered the test using the 
first person. Many other subjects said the test presented a 
very realistic situation to them.
Generally, it would seem that criticism on clothes is 
important to this group of subjects and they did not often 
ignore it, but either thought about the criticism and sometimes , 
acted on it, or reacted aggressively or attempted to defend the ] 
garment criticised. There is a good deal of evidence that both
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male and female subjects were ready to be influenced by criticism 
of their clothes and act on the criticism more readily than on 
many other topics. This confirms the interview material 
concerning criticism of appearance (Chapter V, 2); which also 
showed that criticism of appearance is important to people.
This sensitivity may evoke reactions of emotional disturbance 
or aggressive responses, since people do not feel aggressive when 
something unimportant is criticised. But in the story given to 
female subjects, Mary is going to a party and this probably maxes 
the situation more upsetting.
It is also clear that subjects were readier to be influenced 
on criticism when they were not sure of themselves. Many more ' 
’sure’ subjects definitely asserted tnat they were not influenced 
by the criticism, and the examples of the four subjects who wrote 
stories for ’sui»e’ and ’not sure’ also illustrate this point. 
Subjects who were sure of themselves were also far more likely 
to defend the garment criticised or be openly aggressive. Both
these results confirm the interview material (Chapter VI, 2).
The question of which type of critic is most effective is 
less clear. This seemed to be more an individual matter, some 
subjects listening more to their friends and some more to their 
mothers. Both sexes, however, showed a tendency to be influenced 
when the critic was a member of the opposite sex. It is
significant that with the exception of one subject who put
’colleague’, all the critics named are friends or close relations 
showing that subjects were aware that criticism on appearance 
usually comes from someone close to the person.
- 2 0 5 -
Results of Projection Test D.
(i) Description of test.
PROJECTION TEST D, AS GIVEN TO MALE SUBJECTS. 
"Harry’s always used to criticise him. The
criticism was always on the same topic, namely that Harry
Harry reacted to this constant criticism hy
For female subjects the name ’Marion’ was substituted for ’Harry’, 
otherwise the story is the same.
Subjects were asked to:
a) Put, in the space provided, who the critic is. *
b) Put, in the space provided, the topic of the criticism.
c) Continue the story with the reaction to the criticism.
Among important points to notice in this test are:
a) Subjects have to compose most of the story themselves.
b) Subjects have to name the critic.
c) Subjects have to name the topic of the criticism.
d) It is stressed that it is constant criticism. The fact that 
criticism is constant affects the reaction. Also subjects are 
likely to name topics on which they are often criticised, and 
critics who often criticise them.
e) Since the criticism is constant it is probably on something
not attended to in the past.
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(ii) General results of test.
The responses of male and female subjects will be treated 
together, since they were given similar forms of the test.
74- subjects did this test. One subject wrote two complete 
stories and so there are 75 stories to be analysed.
Subjects had to name both the critic and the topic of the 
criticism. The responses have been examined first according 
to the critic named, and then according to the topic of the 
criticism mentioned.
TABLE LXXXI. CRITICS NAMED BY SUBJECTS IN PROJECTION TEST D.
CRITIC. NO.OF MALE FEMALE
SUBJECTS
’Mother ’ ....      • 5 . ..
SUBJECTS TOTAL
15
15
2
4
1
2
2
1
’Father’  .....       4-
*Parents’ ..................    2
’Sister’  ........................
’Brother’ ...........      2
’Aunt’  .......................
’Family’ ........ ..... ..............
’Relations’  ........................
’ Grandmother’  ..................... 1
’Wife’ ......      5
’Husband’ .........................
20 _
’Friend* (Of same sex or not mentioned) 4-........ . 2
* Friends’ (Same sex or not mentioned) • 2 .••.•••••• 2
’Friend of the opposite sex’ ......... 1
’Acquaintances’ .....................
’Colleagues’ .......................
’Enemies’ ..................... .....
’Superiors’  ......    1
’Flat-mate’ .......................
’Lecturer’ or ’teacher’ .......
Putting no-one as critic ............. 1
21
9
4
4
5 
2
2
1
1
5
4
5 
5
ORAiJD TOTAL
Thus in 53 out of 75 stories, a member of the family is named 
as the critic, showing that subjects believe constant criticism 
is usually given by a member of the family.
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(iii) Analysis of responses when ’mother’ is critic.
21 subjects put ’mother’ as critic. Their responses will 
be dealt with first, as this is the largest group. Topics 
mentioned by these subjects are varied. Like the majority of 
topics described in this test, they are mostly concerned with 
aspects of behaviour or personality.
TABLE LXXXII. TOPICS MENTIONED WHEN CRITIC IS ’MOTHER’.
TOPIC. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Personality traits, e.g., untidy, extravagant,
unsociable, etc......................... ... 10
Appearance, e.g., "Wore the wrong clothes for the 
occasion", or criticism of details of appearance. 5
Behaviour topics, e.g., bad manners .......  5
Friends, "His girl-friends were not ladylike" ... 1
21
TABLE LXXXIII. RESPONSES WHEN CRITIC IS ’MOTHER’
NO. OF SUBJECTS
RESPONSE. GIVING IT.
Unfavourable reactions, hostile.
Annoyed, furious, lose temper, etc...............  2
Hostile thoughts  ...........    2
Become secretive ...’......     2
Become ambitious ......................      ^
Unfavourable reactions, not influenced.
Ignore it, take no notice, not influenced  .......  6
Purposely do opposite .............................  2
Thought mother misunderstood  ................... 2
Does not act on it  ......   __2
11
Emotionally disturbed, hurt, intropunitive.
Depressed           1
Self-loathing.......    1
Favourable reactions, influenced.
Act on it .....................................  4
Act on it when mother not present  .....    1
Act on it when mother present .....     1
Agree, aware it was justified..............   1
Think it over ......      1
Influenced .......................................   1
i
Gratifying feeling of one who has tried to please ... 1
Table continues .....
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TABLE LXXXIII continued.
Defensive Rebuttal, openly aggressive, defence, denial, etc.
Openly aggressive, ridiculing it ........................  5
Reply to it, and get heated  ........................  1
Defence ..........................        1
Denial ...............................................
8
Say nothing............................................ 1
Thus when the critic is ’mother’, there seem to be more 
unfavourable than favourable reactions. Many subjects ignore it, 
are annoyed or feel hostile, or act in other ways showing their 
dislike of the criticism, for example leaving home or doing the 
opposite to the criticism. There are fewer indications that the 
criticism is accepted although some subjects do record favourable 
reactions. There are some examples of overt aggression and other 
subjects defend themselves or deny the criticism. Generally, 
there is less acceptance of the criticism from ’mother’ in this , 
test than in Test C, where the topic is clothes. This seems to 
be because of the topics mentioned, often personality and 
behaviour, also because the criticism in this test is ’constant’.
(iv) Analysis of responses when ’father’ is critic.
9 subjects put ’father’ as critic. 4- put aspects of 
behaviour as the topic, 2» personality traits such as being 
slow or untidy and 2 that the recipient does not work hard 
enough. ►
TABLE LXXXIV on next page.
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TABLE LXXXIV. RESPONSES WHEN CRITIC IS ’FATHER
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Unfavourable reactions.
Ignore the criticism, do nothing about i t   ...... 5
Annoyed ................    1
i
Favourable reactions.
Agree, influenced, think about it ....................  9
Act on it ..........................    2
Defensive Rebuttal, etc.
Aggressive to father ................................. 7
Defence ........................     2
Denial..................   _1_
10
Say nothing.........................................  1
Subjects showed themselves often aggressive in answering:
"Telling her fatner she was no longer a schoolchild."
"He said it was his life and not his father’s."
It is also interesting to note that although five subjects are
put as accepting the criticism or acting on it, the criticism
never has any lasting effect and the acceptance is half-hearted.
"He realised his father was right, but did not do anything 
about it."
"Acts on the criticism for a while but then lapses again." 
As with criticism from mother, there is evidence of emotional 
disturbance, subjects being likely to react aggressively to the 
criticism. Again, this is probably partly due to the fact that 
it is ’constant’ criticism.
(v) Analysis of responses when ’parents’ are critics.
if subjects put ’parents’ as critics. These four will be
called A, B, C and D.
A put as the topic: _ .
"He did things not done in their circle and mixed with
the wrong people."
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He reacted by:
"Being as rude as possible without a row; getting away 
from his parents’ company, otherwise ignoring their 
comments and continuing on his own happy way."
This subject is aggressive and ignores the criticism.
B put as the topic, "Came home late". SKe responds by: 
"Leaving home."
G’s topic was, "He didn’t take his religion seriously
enough". In his reaction 0 is upset, he reacts by:
"Withdrawing and feeling profound regret that they 
couldn’t get to each other. But eventually he got his 
own way."
D ’s topic is that she:
"Spent too much time enjoying herself, not enough on 
studying and housework."
She reacts in a way that shows she might be influenced:
"First she considers it carefully and if it was unjustified 
she ignored it in the future, and if it had some basis 
she tried to act on it."
Thus only one subject of the four is influenced by the criticism.
(vi) Analysis of responses when critic is ’brother’ or ’sister’.
Three subjects put ’brother* as the critic and 4- put
’sister*. Their responses will be treated together. 4- put
topics connected with appearance, two, behaviour, and one,
a personality trait "that she did not know her own mind".
TABLE LXXXV. RESPONSESJffîEN CRITIC IS ’BROTHER’ OR ’SISTER’.
' NO. OF SUBJECTS
RESPONSE. GIVING IT.
Argue or defend themselves  .........     5
Go on doing it just the same, not influenced......  4-
Decides they never would agree........ ............ . 1
Influenced........      2
Act on the criticism later  ......................   2
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Thus again, as usual in this test, more subjects are 
aggressive or ignore the criticism than say they are influenced 
by it.
(vii) Analysis of responses v/hen critic is ’husband’ or ’wife’ . 
Three femaleEsubjects put ’husband’ as the critic and three
male subjects put ’wife’. Their responses will be treated 
together. 2 Put as the topic a personality trait, one subject 
put behaviour, one, work and one, clothes.
TABLE LXXXVI. RESPONSES WHEN CRITIC IS ’HUSBAND’ OR ’WIPE’.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Lose temper ......................................  2
Become worse  .........................     1
"Being on guard whenever subject was mentioned" .......  1
Overt aggression  ......................     2
Defends herself and explains hernaction...-..........  1
Thus, even more than with criticism from other members of 
the family, the typical rœponse is emotional or aggressive, and 
the subject shows no intention of listening to or acting on the 
criticism.
(viii) Miscellaneous family critics.
Other members of the family were mentioned by only one or 
two subjects. Their responses will be found in Appendix A. 
Generally it seems that in this situation subjects are not 
willing to take criticism from the different members of the 
family and often react emotionally or aggressively. Possible 
reasons for this will be discussed below when these results are 
compared with the response to criticism from people outside the 
family.
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(Jjç)_jlnaly8is of responses, when critic is a friend of the same 
sex.
Under the heading of ’friend of the same sex’, the responses 
of the following I4. subjects will be considered:
0 subjects who put ’friend’.
5 subjects who put ’friends’
1 subject who put ’acquaintances’.
1 subject who put ’colleagues’.
1 subject who put ’flat-mate’.
In all these cases, either the sex of the critic or critics
is mentioned as being the same as that of the subject, or else it 
is not specified.
TABLE LXXXVII. TOPICS MENTIONED WHEN CRITIC IS FRIEND OF THE
SAWIE SEX.
TOPIC. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Aspects of behaviour, e.g., flirting, talking shop ... 5
Personality traits, e.g., being morose, etc. ......... 2
Clothes  ............      2
W o r k ............................................... 2
Political opinions were silly ....................... __2
_____________________  1 4
TABLE LXXXVII I. RESPONSES WHEN CRITIC IS FRIEND OF THE SAME SEX.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Act on the criticism (one ’not too noticeably’) ..... 2
Not offended.......................... ...........  1
Agrees, thinks it is a just accusation  .......... 1
Attempts to excuse the friend’s unfriendliness ..... 1
Ignore the criticism  .............................  2
"Theoretical acknowledgement but no practical effect" 1
Defend themselves or argue ................. . 9
Discuss it  .............................. . 1
Quarrel or become aggressive ......................  4
Quarrel so badly that it breaks up the friendship ... 1
Thus the typical reaction #ien the critic is a friend or 
friends of the same sex is again not to be influenced fey the
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criticism, roughly to the same extent as when the critic was a 
member of the family. There was a strong tendency to argue, 
quarrel or defend oneself, several of the subjects showing much 
overt aggression.
(x) Analysis of responses when critic is a friend of the opposite 
sex.
Three subjects put as the critic, a friend of the opposite
sex. Two female subjects put ’boy-friend’ and one male subject
put ’girl-friend’. These subjects will be called. A, B and C.
A ’s topic is connected with appearance and he responds by acting
on the criticism. B ’s topic is that she is lazy. She tries to
act on the criticism, but only succeeds when she is with her
boy-friend. G’s topic is that she:
"talked too much with too little regard for the precept 
of ’love thy neighbour as thyselfL"
She responds with "an injured silence".
So, in this section, two subjects act on the criticism and
one does not seem to.
(xi) Analysis of responses to other critics.
One subject put as the critic, "Chemistry teacher" and 
another put "lecturer". In both cases the topic of the 
criticism is work. One subject is pleased to receiventhe 
criticism and tries to make an extra effort, but the other ignorg, 
it.
One subject put "enemies" as critic and another put 
"superiors". Both these stories are in Appendix A.
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(xii) Conclusion on importance of person named as critic.
A comparison can be made of reactions to different critics. 
TABLE LXXXIX. REACTIONS TO DIFFERENT CRITICS IN TEST D.
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The categories of reactions in Table LXXXIX are as follows:
A. Open aggression.
B. Openly defensive reactions, denial, discussion, etc.
C. Subject is annoyed, furious, angry, has hostile thoughts, etc
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D* subject ignores criticism, shows is not influenced, does 
not act on it, etc,
ÏÏ. Subject believes himself to he misunderstood hy critic.
F. Subject reacts by becoming more ambitious.
G. Subject reacts by becoming secretive.
H. Subject is on guard against critic in future.
I. Subject is hurt, depressed, intropunitive.
J. Subject makes excuses for critic.
K. Subject agrees with criticism, is influenced.
L. Subject acts on criticism.
M. Subject is pleased to receive criticism.
N. Subject says nothing in response.
Generally, it can be seen that in this test there are more 
responses showing aggression or non-acceptance of the criticism 
than responses showing that the criticism has had some effect. 
This is probably due to the specific nature of this test. 
Subjects had to name the topic cfthe criticism and in most cases 
they put in topics on which they had been criticised in real 
life and over which they felt strongly. Subjects often 
volunteered the information that the story was taken from real 
life and others admitted it lAhen asked. They also tended to
name critics from whom they had received criticism in real
life.
Criticism from members of the family is often described.
This seems to be received less well than criticism from other
people. There is much more open aggression as people often
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feel free to answer aggressively or defensively when the critic 
is a member of the family. To some extent, criticism from the 
family seems less effective than criticism from outside.
The person named as critic is nearly always someone close 
to the character in the story. ’Mother’ is named 21 times and 
52 out of the 75 stories have a member of the family as critic. 
One subject puts ’superiors’ and two put teachers. Except for 
these the critic is either a member of the family or someone on 
a level of equality with the recipient. From this it seems 
that the most important criticism people encounter comes from 
the family, especially mother. This is true in childhood 
certainly, and may also apply to the older age-group studied 
here.
Results in this test differ slightly from the interview 
results concerning reactions to different critics (Chapter IV). 
Reactions described in this test tend to be more hostile and 
recipients take less notice of the criticism. This is probably 
due to the fact that it is ’constant’ criticism, a factor which 
always tends to make for less favourable responses to criticism.
(xiii) Analysis of responses according to topic of criticism.
Topics mentioned by subjects have been divided into the 
following categories:
A. Personality traits, e.g., laziness, untidiness, immaturity, 
etc.
B. Aspects of behaviour, e.g., bad manners, staying up late,
reading too much, etc.
C. Appearance or clothes.
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Do Work.
E. Opinions.
P. Friends.
Using this rather arbitrary classification, the 75 topics
can be divided as follows:
TABLE XC. TOPICS MENTIONED BY SUBJECTS.
TOPIC. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Aspects of behaviour ................. . •.. 26
Personality traits ..........   22
Appearance or clothes ......     14.
Vi/ork  ...........        9
Opinions ....         2
Friends ......       1
zi
Thus personality and behaviour are the most popular topics.
(xiv) Analysis of responses when topic is behaviour.
26 subjects put as the topic of the criticism, something 
which could be classified under the general heading of ’behaviour*! 
5 subjects mentioned manners, 2» ’mixing with the wrong people’, 
(classed as ’behaviour’ not ’friends’ as subjects themselves are 
attacked), 2> ’reading too much’, 2 are criticised for flirting,
2 for staying up late or coming home late, and the following 
topics were mentioned once each: ’Spent too much time enjoying 
herself, not enough on housework and studying’ (’Behaviour’ not 
’work’ as work aspect not emphasised), wasting time, not spending 
every evening at home, ’talked too much’, arguing with ’father’, 
attitude to ’mother’, ’talking shop’, not visiting relatives, 
not friendly enough, interrupting conversations, not cleaning
shoes, taking religion too seriously, not taking religion
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seriously enough.
Total is more than 2é since some subjeats put more than one 
topic.
Out of the 26 subjects, 5 put 'mother* as critic, 2j. 'father*
if 'parents', 1 'sister', 1 'brother', 1 'grandmother', 1 'family',
1 'relations', 2 'friend*, 2 'friends', 1 'boy-friend*,
1 'husband', 1 'aunt', 1 'flat-mate'.
TABLE XCI. HESPOhSES TOBN TOPIC IS 'BEHAVIOUR'.
NO. OF SUBJECTS 
RESPONSE. GIVING IT.
Unfavourable responses.
Does not act on criticism.......................   6
Ignore it .................      3
Purposely doing the opposite .............   2
Not influenced ...........................    1
Annoyed, furious, hostile thoughts ........    3
Leaving home .............    1
Pelt misunderstood  ......................... 2
20
Favourable responses.
Act on it, act on it when father there, when father
not there •  .....................................  3
Considered it ...................................
it
Emotionally disturbed.
Depressed, feeling profound regret  ........... 1
Self-loathing...................................
2
Defensive Rebuttal.
Rude, aggressive, have row, ridicule critic ...... 10
Quarrel so badly that it breaks up friendship __1_
11
Defence, denial ............................... .
Say nothing, injured silence .............    2
Generally, there seems to be less notice taken of criticism 
of behaviour than of all topics considered together. Also 
people seem to have a greater tendency to defend themselves or 
be openly aggressive when their behaviour is attacked. The
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topics mentioned were everyday aspects of behaviour and 
subjects usually admitted that they had been criticised on them. 
But it seems that they are not pleased to receive criticism of 
this sort.
(xviji. Analysis of responses when topics are personality traits. 
23 subjects put a personality trait as the topic.
5 subjects put being untidy as the topic, 3 put immaturity,
2 being guick-tempered or bad-tempered, and the following aspects 
of personality were mentioned once each: lazy, lazy and
unambitious, conceited and inconsiderate, slow, morose, 
intellectual and not practical, unstable, never finishes anything 
he starts, unappreciative and unsociable, not serious, extrava­
gant, does not listen to advice, does not know her own mind.
Of the 23 subjects vmo put a personality trait as the topic, 
10 put 'mother' as critic, 3 'father', 2 'friend', 2 'wife', 
and the following critics were named by one subject each, 'friend 
of the opposite sex*, 'aunt', 'acquaintances', 'family*,'brother' 
and 'husband'.
ÏAB11K XGII on next page.
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TABLE XGII. HBSPtoSES VvHEE TOPIC IS A PEhSOMAI.TTY TRATT.
RESPONSE. NO. OP SUBJECTS
GIVIMG IT.
Ignore it ........................................  3
Does not act on it  ... ....... ........... . 3
Purposely does the opposite ...................... 1
Decides will never agree ....................... 1
Annoyed, lose temper, hostile thoughts ...........  2
Leave home .......................................  i
Becoming secretive ............................. . 1
Becoming ambitious ...............................  1
Depressed ............................... ........  1
Act on it ............. ............. ............  6
Agree, consider it  ..............................  if
Make excuses for critic ................. ........  1
Aggressive, rude ................................ . 3
Denial, defence ................................. . 8
Say nothing....................................  1
Again there is rather more evidence that subjects ignore 
the criticism than act on it, although more subjects seem to be 
influenced and act on the criticism than when the topic is an 
aspect of behaviour. People seem to realise that personality 
traits are important and when they are unpleasant to others, 
sometimes try to do something about it. Again there is a strong 
tendency to defend onself.
(xvi) Analysis of responses when topic is appearance or clothes.
12f subjects put as the topic of the criticism something to 
do with appearance or clothes.
2 subjects put as the topic wearing the wrong clothes for the 
occasion, 2, not choosing their clothes well, 2, not taking 
enough care of their appearance, and the following topics were
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men ti one a once each: being 'overdressed', hair too long, hair
too short, nails too long, is overweight, used hair-oil, would 
not stand well, clothing.
Of the 14 subjects who put appearance or clothes as the 
topic, 5 put 'mother' as critic, 2 'friends', 3 'sister' and 
the following critics were named once each, 'friend of the 
opposite sex', 'brother' and 'husband', and one put no-one as 
critic.
TABLE XCIII. RESPONSES WHEN TOPIC IS GLOIUBS OR APPEARAl^CE.
RESPONSE. NO.OP SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Act on it, ask sister's advice in the future . . . . .7 7 7 7  S
Influenced, listens .....       3
Gratifying feeling of one who has tried to please .... 1
Ignore it ......................................   5
Angry, hostile thoughts  .......     3
Openly aggressive, have r o w ........ ......... ......  4
Defensive .....................     1
There is more evidence that subjects are willing to listen to 
or act on criticism of clothes than on behaviour and personality, 
but some subjects still felt hostile and reacted with open 
aggression.
(XVji)Analysis of responses when topic is 'Work'.
^ subjects put as the topic of the criticism something to 
do with work. 3 were criticised because they did not concen­
trate enough on their work or did not make enough effort, 2 
because they did not spend enough time on their work, 3 mention 
particular aspects of their work, and 1 just puts ’work*.
2 subjects put ’father’ as the critic, and the following
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critics are mentioned once each: 'lecturer', 'chemistry teacher',
'colleagues', 'friend', 'superiors', 'enemies' and 'wife'.
TABLE XGIV. RESPONSES WHEN TOPI G OF GRITIGI8M IS WRK.
RESPONSE. NO. OF SUBJECTS
GIVING IT.
Ignore it, go on as before ......................... 3
On guard whenever subject is mentioned.............  1
Realise it is right ..........................    4
Try to do something about the criticism............  3
Pleased to receive interest and attention of lecturer 1
Argue or defend themselves .........................  4
Open aggression, start criticising critic  .........  1
Proportionately, rather more subjects seem to be willing to 
listen to criticism of their work and are influenced. There also 
seems to be rather less aggression them when criticism on other 
topics is described.
(xvili)Analysis of responses to criticism on other topics.
Two subjects put something to do with opinions as the topic. 
In one case a friend tells the recipient tnat his "political 
ideas are silly" and the subject responds by "subtle sophistry". 
In the second case, a friend says the recipient "was always too 
dogmatic in his views". The subject responds by'baying dogmatism 
was necessary to get anything done in this world". Thus both 
subjects react by defending themselves, but without much 
aggression.
One subject is criticised by his mother because his "girl­
friends weren't ladylike". He responds by "becoming a bit
furtive".
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(xTsc). Conclusion on importance of topic of criticism.
A comparison can be made of reactions when different topics 
of the criticism are named. The categories of response in this 
table are the same as those used in Table LXXXIX (see page 394)g
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Most of the topics put as the topic of the criticism by 
subjects in this test were concerned with matters of everyday 
life and not usually work. It is likely that subjects receive 
constant criticism on these matters, behaviour, personality 
traits, and to a lesser extent, work and appearance. But they 
often do not react very favourably to it. There is much overt 
aggression!in the form o t rudeness, attacking the critic or 
quarrelling. This is most evident after criticism of behaviour. 
The behaviour problems mentioned by subjects were very lifelike 
and they obviously feel aggressive. There is perhaps more 
outward aggression than would occur in real life, but this may 
be due to an element of wish-fulfilment in the answers. Another
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form of showing aggression and dislike of the criticism is to 
ignore it. This reaction is common as a response to criticism 
of personality and behaviour aspectso But more subjects say 
they take some notice of, or act on, criticism of personality 
than behaviour. The personality traits mentioned are more 
important than the behaviour described and subjects seem to 
realise that something important is being criticised and feel 
they should remedy the fault. The same result was found in the 
interviews (Chapter V, 3). In Test D, subjects also seemed 
willing to listen to criticism of their appearance. In tnis case 
there is usually less Hostility felt and the criticism is on 
small points easily altered. For these reasons subjects find it 
easier to act on the criticism. The topics were mentioned too 
few times for any generalisation to be made, but it seems that 
criticism on work is usually received without much hostility. 
(xxj)ii. General conclusions to results of Projection Test D.
In this test the subject has virtually to provide the wnole 
story, the critic, the topic of the criticism and the reaction 
to the criticism. 63 subjects responded by writing stories of 
criticism that had actually happened to them. In some cases 
there was conscious projection, the subject saying that it was 
a true story, in other cases the subject realised later it was 
true, though perhaps not at the time of writing. The only 
point suggested by the test, as given to subjects, is that it 
concerns constant criticism. This seems to be the reason why 
49 out of 73 subjects wrote about criticism of their behaviour or
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personality traits, as these are topics on which one often 
receives constant criticism, criticism that is repeated day after 
day. This sort of criticism most often comes from the family 
or someone close and again it is significant that 53 subjects 
put a member or members of the family as critic and most of the 
others put a friend or someone else on a level of equality with 
the recipient.
Constant criticism on behaviour or personality from the 
family or someone close is not generally received well. There 
were more unfavourable than favourable responses to the criticism 
This is probably due to the fact that the criticism is constant, 
as many of trie interview results concerning criticism from the 
different critics or on the different topics mentioned in this 
test show much more favourable reactions. Generally, the test 
results showed much overt aggression and defence, some hostility 
below the surface and a common reaction was to ignore the
criticism or say that the recipient was not influenced by it.
This may also be taken as an expression of hostility. Pew 
subjects suggest that the recipient is hurt in this situation.
Perhaps the fact that the criticism has been repeated often
before means that it has lost its power to hurt, although it has 
not lost its power to provoke anger. Some subjects are 
influenced by the criticism and quite a large, number say they 
act on the criticism, but not as many as say they ignore it.
Subjects seemed to react with more overt hostility to
members of the family, particularly father. As noted in the
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interview results (Chapter IV, 6), people often feel free to 
answer the family when they criticise. Otherwise there are few 
differences in reactions to different critics and it is difficult 
to generalise from so few results.
Subjects seemed to take criticism on their behaviour very 
badly, often reacting with overt aggression, ignoring the 
criticism and showing little evidence of being influenced by it. 
More subjects seemed willing to listen to criticism of their 
personality and do something about it. On clotnes and work, 
there was some evidence of being pleased to receive the criticism 
and acting on it. It seems, therefore, that constant criticism 
from the family on behaviour topics is unlikely to evoke 
favourable responses.
8. Conclusion on results from Projection Tests.
Much useful information was obtained from giving these six
I
story-completion tests to subjects. The tests presented various 
situations which the subjects regarded as life-like. Responses
!
to criticism in the different situations were compared and also 
responses of subjects to the criticism in the tests and responses 
described by subjects in the interviews.
Results in these tests may express wish-fulfilment rather 
than what the subject would do in that situation. But the 
answers to Projection Test A show clearly that most subjects 
wrote how they would react rather than how they would like to
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react. In this test there was a great deal of non-overt 
hostility, but very little outward aggression, since the situa­
tion of being criticised by one's employer does not permit much 
outward aggression. There would have been more aggression if 
subjects had been expressing tneir wishes. None of the otner 
tests showed this great difference between the overt and covert 
aspects of the reaction.
Results from these tests largely corroborate the interview 
material concerning the different factors influencing reactions 
to criticism. It is again clear that to every individual, 
criticism is what is seen as criticism. The great variation of 
responses that occurred to the criticism in eacn test clearly 
shov/s that inner attitudes to the criticism varied greatly 
between individuals. As in the interview results, the different 
factors were important to different extents for subjects. For 
example, in Test B, some subjects are so annoyed by the critic's | 
manner that they will not listen to him even though he is an 
expert. Others are so impressed by the fact that he is an 
expert that they are willing to overlook his aggressive approach. 
Most of the main factors discussed in the interview results occur 
in one or more of the projection tests and similar results are 
obtained.
The position of the critic is again of great importance.
As in the interview material, subjects showed themselves ready 
to explain to the layman (Test E), ready to argue with their
families (Test D), ana frightened of showing hostility to 
superiors (Test A). Also, in spite of the rudeness of the
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critic, in Test B, some subjects still listen to him as he is an 
expert.
The topic of the criticism was also shown to influence 
reactions. People are ready to argue over political opinions 
(Test B) and are ready to defend their friends (Test P). They 
are often willing to listen to criticism of their clothes and 
personality (Tests C and D) and are often annoyed when their 
behaviour is attacked (Test D).
The importance of other factors in the situation is also 
often well illustrated in the tests and again it is clear that 
a reaction is caused by the whole stimulus-situation, not just 
one factor in it. Subjects were readier to listen to criticism 
when they were not sure of themselves (Tests B and C) and were 
very annoyed when they were criticised and considered that the 
criticism was unjustified (Test A). The answers to all the 
tests showed a dislike for the general destructive type of 
criticism given in the tests and subjects often responded by 
asking for more detailed criticism. The critic's manner affects 
the reaction especially in Tests B and E where the critic is 
rather rude. Test D answers showed the usual dislike of 
criticism that is often repeated.
The types of reactions noted generally and the reactions 
showing the importance of the different factors in the criticism 
situation are evidence of projection, since the results agree so 
well with the interview material and other material on criticism 
obtained from other sources. When the interview answers and
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test results of individual subjects were compared, a close 
agreement was also evident. (See Appendix B.)
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CHAPTER VIII. CONCLUSIONS ON INFLUENCES DETERMINING
REACTIONS TO CRITICISM.
This investigation has been concerned with reactions to 
criticism under different conditions and the reasons why these 
reactions occur.. An attempt will be made here to summarize 
the results of the various parts of the investigation.
In this investigation, several studies of criticism were 
made*. 80 young adults were given a fairly long, intensive 
interview on their reactions to criticism under different 
circumstances and were invited to give their views on 
criticism*. The same subjects were also given between four 
and six projection tests of a story-completion type. Subjects 
had to complete the stories by noting the reaction to the 
criticism that occurs in the story* Some of the tests were 
less structured and subjects also had to givd details about the 
criticism*
Material on criticism was also gathered by collecting 26l 
responses to criticism in the press in the form of letters or 
interviews with reporters. Also, responses to criticism in 
one week's Parliamentary debates were collected and note was 
taken of 155 responses to criticism in real-life situations, 
observed by, or recounted to, the experimenter*
Criticism, for the purposes of this investigation, has 
been defined as anything which is taken as criticism. In all 
branches of the enquiry it was seen that the strength and type
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of stimuli that are necessary to evoke emotional reactions, 
differ greatly for different individuals.
The first result that has emerged from this investigation 
is the large number of different responses that it is possible 
to make to criticism. The variety of possible responses has 
been largely ignored by previous workers who have tackled 
problems dealing with criticism. Thus, as seen in Chapter I, 
authors of personality questionnaires, or psychologists 
formulating typologies,,often assume that people either "take" 
criticism or not, or sometimes ask their subjects other 
general questions, for example, whether they can take criticism 
without being hurt,. Results in the present investigation 
suggest that this type of question is almost meaningless as the 
reaction so often depends on the particular circumstances under 
which the criticism takes place. An attempt will be made to 
classify some of the many possible responses to criticism that 
may occur, and the influence of the particular circumstances 
will then be discussed.
Each response to criticism consists of two aspects, the 
outward, visible actions and speech, and the feelings and 
inner attitudes of the recipient.
The first point to be considered about the outward 
reaction is whether the recipient answers the criticism or 
keeps quiet. If he makes an overt response, there are many 
types of answer that he can give. One of these is overt 
aggression, which may include any form of attack on the critic.
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Many people seem to believe that attack is the best form of 
defence and attack the critic,something belonging to him or 
something he cares about or someone else,. An attack may include 
physical or verbal aggression* Being rude to the critic but 
keeping to the topic of discussion is another possible way of 
answering criticism* Overt aggression, however,, is barred in 
many situations-both at work and in social life* Therefore, a 
common form of response is to discuss the topic of the 
criticism. M^ny different terms may be used to describe these 
replies. The recipient may argue, or defend himself with less 
aggression. There are many variations of defence; ei^aining
the position; stating one's case or point of view, etc, while 
denying the criticism; making excuses and, while admitting the 
criticism is true, saying it occurs for reasons other than 
those given; justifying oneself for the action while admitting 
the criticism is true. Denial alone may be an overt reaction 
to criticism considered true or false. Any of these reactions 
may be used alone or in conjunction with others.
Another overt method of dealing with criticism is to 
change the subject or stop talking about it, either by talking 
about something else, stopping talking to the critic, or 
leaving him,. This is sometimes used when open aggression or 
even defence is not possible and yet the recipient does not 
want to agree with the critic.
Sometimes, either because it expresses his true feelings 
or because the situation demands it,, the recipient reacts by 
openly agreeing with the criticism.. There are many
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variations of this reaction,.the recipient may simply keep 
silent, expressing tacit agreement, he may openly agree, or may 
apologise to the critic for the fault. Gestures, facial 
expressions, etc, must also be considered part of the outv/ard 
reactions.
When discussing outward reactions,.the action taken after 
the criticism or other outwabd effects must also be considered*. 
One possible reaction is acting on the criticism, trying to 
remedy the fault criticised* There are degrees of acting on 
the criticism and the criticism may be followed only while in 
the presence of the critic or else, if the recipient does not 
want to show he has been influenced, only when not with the 
critic.. In some cases, there is immediate resentment and 
action is only taken later when the recipient is less 
emotional. In other casea, the recipient may be immediately 
affected, acts on it, but later forgets it. Sometimes the 
recipient only partially acts on the criticism,. modifying but 
not completely altering his action, opinion,.e^c*
The opposite reaction is not acting on the criticism. 
Although this means there is no visible change in the 
recipient's actions, the fact that he does not act on the 
criticism must be considered an outward reaction. Another 
possible reaction is to do the opposite of what the critic 
suggests. On certain topics, the reaction may be, as the 
experimental work on praise and blame has shown, either 
improvement or deterioration of the task being criticised.
Other possible responses are the various substitute
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reactions such as complaining to bthers, being offensive 
about the critic to other people, attacking someone else who 
may be attacked without bad effects to the self, or even 
attacking physical objects.
Other visible effects of criticism may be laughter, 
weeping, smiling, physiological concomitants such as blushing, 
going white, trembling and other indications of emotional 
disturbance, for example, change in pulse-rate, etc.
There is also much variation in the inner feelings and 
attitudes which may occur after criticism. These may be more 
varied than outward actions or speech, since the latter are 
often dominated by the situation and certain reactions are 
forbidden or dangerous. The amount of outward expression of 
feelings one is allowed to show affects the inner feelings, 
since aggression may follow the frustration that occurs if the 
recipient is not allowed to act as he would wish.
The first group of feelings to be considered is that 
consisting of unfavourable, hostile reactions. Many terms may 
be used to describe hostile thoughts against the critic or 
criticism. The recipient may feel angry, annoyed, irritated, 
resentful, aggressive, etc, etc. Many insulting terms may 
describe his opinion of the critic, and he may think of the 
criticism as being useless, stupid, etc. He may dislike or 
hate being criticised or there may be more personal aggression 
against the critic, who may be disliked or hated. The 
criticism may alter the recipient's feelings about the critic,
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either temporarily or permanently vjorsening an already bad 
relationship, or disturbing a good one.
Not being influenced by the criticism is another 
unfavourable inner reaction. This reaction may be hostile as, 
for example, when the recipient is contemptuous of the 
criticism or critic, thibking he is a fool, does not understand, 
cannot understand, etc. But the reaction of not being 
influenced does not necessarily include hostile emotions.
The terms used to describe this reaction may or may not express 
emotion: not influenced, take no notice, has no effect, does 
not want to act on it, etc. This also applies to the less 
emphatic terms,,take little notice, has little effect, etc.
In this category the term "does not take criticism" should 
probably come, but this is often used as a generic term to 
describe any unfavourable attitude.
The next inner reactions to be considered are those where 
the recipient is not so much hostile as emotionally disturbed 
by the criticism. These reactions may be considered to be 
unfavourable since the recipient experiences no pleasure.
Terms used to express emotional disturbance include feeling 
uncomfortable, embarrassed,. etc, and terms suggesting deeper 
disturbance: feeling depressed, miserable, hurt,.upset, 
unhappy, etc. Other emotions that fall into this category are 
feeling inferior, either to the critic,.another person, 
everybody, etc; feeling one is no good at something or anything;
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losing confidence or adding to the already present lack of 
confidence.
Favourable reactions to criticism were also noted, 
however, in every part of this investigation. First, there are 
the reactions when the recipient shows little positive feeling 
in favour of the criticism, but has little hostility. The 
recipient does not mind the criticism, does not object to it, 
resent it, is not annoyed^ upset, etc. He may or may not be 
influenced by it. But more favourable reactions also occur. 
People may be pleased to be criticised, be grateful, like it, 
feel it is helpful, useful, etc,, appreciate the trouble the 
critic has taken or have other feelings showing a generally 
favourable attitude to critic and/or criticism. Another 
favourable reaction is being influenced by the criticism. The 
recipient listens to the criticism, has a receptive attitude, 
takes notice of it, evaluates it, is affected by it, beaieves 
it, agrees, wants to act on it. All these reactions may 
occur temporarily 6r permanently, or else the recipient may be 
influenced later, but not immediately.
This is only a short list of some of the inner and outward 
responses that may occur after criticism. They may occur 
separately or together with others. The first point that 
emerges from the results of this investigation is how common are 
the unfavourable, emotional reactions of hostility, dislike of 
the situation or emotional disturbance. This investigation 
seems to suggest that emotional reactions are more usual than 
is commonly supposed. Also, unfavourable inner attitudes are
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commoner than would be judged merely from observing the outward 
reaction, as so often the recipient may not express his true 
feelings. This is true, not only of the situation when the 
recipient's employer,.superior in bank, etc., is criticising, 
but also of many other situations in everyday life.
Thus there are many different reactions to criticism. In 
this investigation,,an attempt was made to find out why certain 
reactions occur in certain situations. To understand reactions, 
we must understand the criticism situation, which may be 
regarded from two points of view, the person being criticised, 
and the factors in the situation.
The reaction depends partly, of course, on the person 
being criticised. Individuals differ in their perception of, 
and reactions to, criticism. The obvious extremes may be seen 
in mental illnesses, apathy on the one hand, and hypersensiti­
vity to attack, on the other. But even among normals, there 
are great differences between individuals. To understand a 
person's reactions fully,. one would need to do a complete |
personality study of the recipient. It is not enough to link 
certain traits, self-confidence, neuroticism, maturity, etc,, 
to reactions to criticism.
People do not either "take" or "not take" all criticism. 
Unless a person is so badly disturbed as to be indifferent to 
external conditions, he reactfe differently according to the 
circumstances in which the criticism takes place. This is the 
approach mainly used in this study. Thus not only are there
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differences between individuals but also within individuals in 
different circumstances. Various determinants influencing 
reactions have been found and these results will be 
summarized briefly.
It was seen in Chapter IV, that reactions differ according 
to who the critic is. Both the subjective and objective 
aspects of the relationship between critic and recipient are 
important. People are more likely to react favourably if they 
love, like or respect the critic. But the objective, status 
relation between critic and recipient also affects the 
response and certain general tendencies were found.
If the critic is an expert, the recipient is more likely 
to be influenced by the criticism, often has a favourable 
attitude and is not likely to respond with overt aggression,.
If the critic is a layman, the recipient is not likely to be 
influenced,, often answers the layman and may feel either angry 
or tolerant,. When the critic is the recipient's superior at 
work,,, there is often much frustration and resentment, as little 
overt aggression is permitted,. There is much less emotional 
disturbance when the critic is in an inferior position.
Reactions to members of the family are varied,, but much 
emotional disturbance is often evident.. Reactions to friends 
are often calmer and recipients are often influenced by friends. 
Reactions to members of out-groups are usually hostile.
Reactions also differ according to the topic of the 
criticism,, There is more likely to be a favourable reaction to
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criticism of work than of anything else, as it is often thought 
to be useful, especially when given by an expert* When the 
recipient's personality or important aspects of his behaviour 
are criticised, he is likely to be hurt, but might be influenced 
by the criticism. There is usually less sensitivity over 
appearance, although there are exceptions* There is often an 
overt response made to criticism of tastes and opinions, but 
people are not often influenced or greatly disturbed*. There 
is more likely to be emotion generated when the recipient's 
flriends or family are criticised and most people try to defend 
the friend or relative, or attack the critic. These reactions 
also occur, but to a lesser extent, when groups to which the 
recipient belongs are attacked.
Other factors in the criticism situation alÈo play a part 
in determining the reaction* The recipient is affected by 
the critic's manner* Generally, it was found that people were 
more likely to react favourably if the critic spoke in what they 
judged to be a pleasanttactful manner* There is less 
hostility and disturbance if people are criticised when alone. 
The recipient is also influenced by his judgement of the 
critic's motive for criticising. He is more likely to react 
well if he believes the critic is acting from friendly motivés, 
and not with an intention of harming the recipient or 
furthering his own ends. People react differently to the 
different types of criticism. Constructive criticism is almost 
always preferred to destructive, and detailed is usually
preferred to vague. Another factor that influences the
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reaction is whether or not the recipient believes the 
criticism to be justified, that is, whether or not he agrees 
with it* It was found people are more likely to listen to 
criticism if they think it is justified. Often, people are 
hurt if they realise if is justified,, and angry if they think 
it is not. It also makes a difference whether or not the 
recipient is sure of himself on the general topic of the 
criticism. It was found that people were usually more 
influenced if they were not sure, but were more likely to make 
an overt response if sure. Another factor affecting the 
response is whether the recipient wants the criticism or not. 
People naturally, have a more favourable reaction if they want 
the criticism. Similarly, if they asked for criticism and 
wanted to know the critic's opinion, they often listen to him. 
But if they asked and wanted prâlse, they are often annoyed or 
upset if they are criticised. But they do not often express
I
this annoyance overtly, as they feel they should be polite
since they have asked.
These then, are the main factors which have been found
to determine the reaction to-criticism. It is not suggested
that there are no individual differences and that people in the 
y
same situations always react similarly. But, although their 
influence varies, and every situation is, to some extent, 
unique, these factors play a part in every situation in which 
criticism takes place, and some generalisations can be made 
about them. The general types of criticism that were thought
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to be useful and often evoked favourable reactions and 
attitudes agree largely with the commonly held notions in our 
culture of what makes for acceptable criticism,, although there 
are, of course, individual differences.
-i-
APPENDIX A .
(See Chapter VII, 7, viii and xi,)
Two subjects put 'aunt' as the critic. One of these was 
criticised for being too nervous and reacts by 'considering 
whether she was, and trying to do something about it,' The 
other subject is criticised for staying up too late and she 
ignores the criticism.
Two subjects put 'family* as critic,. In one case, the 
topic is that Marion takes her religion too seriously,. She 
reacts by ignoring the criticism. In the other case, the 
topic is that Marion is bad-tempered. She reacts by being 
annoyed, but tries to act on the criticism*.
One subject put 'relations* as critic and as the topic, 
that she preferred visiting friends to family,. She reacts by 
taking no notice of the criticism.
One subject put 'grandmother* as critic and manners as topic 
He reacts by feeling annoyed and defending himself.
One subject put 'enemies* as critic. The topic is work and 
the reaction is to ignore the criticism.
One subject put 'superiors'* (subject's inverted commas) as 
critic. The topic was work and his reaction was to ignore the 
criticism at the time, but later to think about it and act on it.
APPENDIX B.
In order to illustrate the methods used in this investi­
gation, the interviews and projection test answers of two 
typical subjects will be given in full.. These two subjects
will be called Subject 1 and Subject 2.
Subje^: 1 is a male Zoologist, aged 26 years. He was first
given Tests A,G,£,F, and then interviewed.
SUBJECT 1. Interview.
S;  ^ subject.
E; c experimenter.
Little preliminary explanation of the topic of the interview was
necessary, since S, had already done the projection tests and
knew the interview was to be on his reactions to criticism,'
E: It is too difficult for you to talk about your reactions to
criticism generally, so I will ask you some questions about
your reactions in different situations. I would like to 
know how you take criticism on different topics. First,, how 
do you react if someone criticises your work, what you are 
doing, in a general way, for example, 'Doing zoology is --- .*?
S: At first it used to make me try to think why zoology was
important. Soon I found reasons and explained why I did it 
and why people did it generally. I was not annoyed as I know 
people regard zoologists rather curiously,
E; How do you take criticism of a particular piece of work you 
have done?
S: First of all, I check through the work myself to make sure
it's alright. If I find something wrong I get annoyed with 
myself.. If I find the criticism is not Justified, I explain 
rather strongly, and, in rather an annoyed manner, say what 
is wrong with the criticism, I can give you an example,
I wrote a paper and a chap criticised it and then I found 
out he hadn't read the article I referred to and I was very 
short with him.
But criticism of work is often very useful as when 
you're very familiar with something you tend to put down
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things that are perfectly obvious to you but are not so obvious 
to other people,
E: How do you react if your clothes or anything to do with your
appearance is criticised?
S: I'm hot very worried by it but I try to do what people say.
E; How do you feel about criticism of your taste in such things 
as art, music, literature and so on?
S: I haven't any very strong tastes so I usually tend to agree
with the people I'm talking to. I've not got a lot of
experience or strong opinions so I don't come in for much
criticism of this sort.
E; What about if your opinions in things like religion or 
politics are criticised?
S: Again I'm not very religious or politically minded, so I
don't meet much criticism.
E: How do you take criticism of your family or any member of
your family, given by someone outside the family?
S: It varies and depends on the nature and depth of the criticism.
If it is on minor things and if it happens to be taae. I'll
agree. If it is on more serious things,, I tend to protect the
family and feel rather annoyed and embarrassed.
E: How about if your friends are criticised?
S; About the same as if the family are criticised, not more so.
I try to defend them if it's on anything serious but sometimes 
it is difficult.
E: If your friends or family are criticised, do you feel in any
way that you yourself are being personally criticised?
S; Yes, because of my association with them. You associate with
such people, so it must apply to you to some extent. So, if 
I can, I tend to defend them. If you're too upset sometimes 
you can't defend them well.
E: How do you react to criticism of your personal characteristics,
supposing someone calls you lazy, untidy,, or anything else of 
that sort?
S; I'm not very worried, as I feel I know whether I am or not.
But I feel a little annoyed that they should do it. If
someone I know very well does it and I see they really think
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it, I get more annoyed than if it's someone I don't know 
well, as the people who know me are more likely to be right.
So Ira more annoyed if I think it's right. I'm annoyed if 
they say I'm lazy, but not if they say I'm untidy.
E: How do you react to criticism of any group or institution
you have been connected with, for example, college, country,
Zoologists, scientists, etc?
S: I'm more detached as I feel it doesn't apply to me - so I
don't get violent about it.
E: Now I would like to know about the way you take criticism
from different people. First, how do you take it from an 
expert criticising in his own field?
S: Then, if it's someone who has had more experience than me.
I'm likely to keep quiet and think about it. But I don't 
argue even if I think it's wrong.
E: How about criticism from a layman in a field in which you
are more expert?
S: I always regard it as a test of my intelligence to explain
what I mean. Sometimes you get penetrating views from 
laymen as they put things so simply it's often very useful. 
It's not so useful on technical points, but it's useful on 
the general lay-out or the general outlook,
S: How do you take criticism from someone in a superior position
to you at work? This is not necessarily the same as an 
expert.
S: I tend to disregard someone who is not working in the same
field as me who criticises that field from an official 
position. I don't like it and don't take much notice as I 
think they don't understand.
E; How about criticism from someone in an inferior position?
S: I should feel slightly ashamed of myself because I'd let
myself down in front of them.
E; How do you react to criticism from the different members of 
your family?
S: I generally listen to criticism from my mother. I have a
step-father who doesn't criticise me.. I have two brothers.
One of them is one year older than me and criticises me 
violently but in a friendly way. It doesn't really affect me.
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The other brother I don't see.. I'm married. My wife 
criticises me, but not in a very heated way. If it's 
justified, I tr^ r to make excuses for what I've done, but 
if it's not justified it doesn't bother me.
E; How about if your friends criticise you?
S: I think that's rather like family criticism. If it's
something that is justified and that I can put right, I do
try to put it right,, otherwise I'm not very worried by it.
E; Now for some other points. First, if you ask for criticism,
for example by saying, 'What do you think of --?' is your
reaction different from^your reaction to spontaneous 
criticism?
S: Generally, yes, as I'm prepared for it and tell them to lay
it on as thick as possible and I have a calmer, more 
detached view about it. I think about it more but am not
so emotional.
E: If you ask for criticism, do you want an opinion or
sometimes just approval?
S: Usually I want an opinion.
E: Do you react differently to criticism you consider to be
justified and criticism you consider to be unjustified?
S; The man who read my paper - his criticism was unjustified. 
Justified criticism, for example like spelling mistakes, 
the only thing you can do is correct them; when it's on 
more important things like a theory or something you've 
said about someone, first you feel slightly annoyed with 
them, and then you have a desperate struggle with yourself 
to find a reason why you're right. If it's quite justified 
and you are wrong, you have a tendency to^keep quiet. If 
it's unjustified, you can always manage to find a reason 
and defend yourself* Justified criticism is more 
emotionally disturbing.
E: Does it make any difference whether you are or are not sure
of yourself about the topic being criticised?
S: I tend to be more annoyed if I'm not sure.. If I'm
absolutely sure. I'm not disturbed.
E: Are you influenced by the way in wnich the criticism is put?
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S: Yes. If it's put over rather tactfully, it doesn't have the
same effect.as if someone suddenly contradicts you. If you 
can see criticism coming, you can think over an answer.
But if it's criticism which comes like a sudden thrust at 
you, you get annoyed.
E: Are you influenced by the way in which you think the
criticism is meant?
S: Yes. Sometimes people criticise you because they're
genuinely interested, sometimes as they think you're a 
little stupid. If they're genuinely interested, I don't 
get as annoyed as with someone who is trying to annoy you 
and WHO generally succeeds in annoying you.
E; Do you react differently to the different types of criticism,, 
for example, destructive and constructive?
S: It's much the same as if a person is interested or only
wants to knock down your ideas. Constructive criticism is 
the same as that of a genuinely interested person and so 
doesn't &nnoy me, but I get annoyed with destructive.
E ; What sort of criticism hurts you most?
S; I think criticism of whether I'm right or wrong on
something to do with my work.
E: What do you think of the normality of your attitude to
criticism? Do you think you are as sensitive, more
sensitive, or less sensitive to it than most pedple?
S: I think I'm less sensitive on personal matters like being
untidy, but if people think I'm quite wrong about something 
I think I'm right about in work. I'm probably more sensitive,
E: Would you like to say anything else about your reactions to
criticism,, is there anything you think I've left out?
S; No,.I don't think so.
E; I'd like you to look at the situation fro# the other point
of view for a moment. When you criticise other people,
under what circumstances do you think they find the
criticism acceptable,. or,, at least, should find it accept­
able?
S: When I'm talking to them on something I know more about than
they do. Also it should be acceptable if they are wrong.
It's better if you explain it thoroughly and give them 
something to think about. And you must say what you mean 
exactly.
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E: Finally,, I would like you to tell me why you think people
criticise, any people?
S: There's first of all criticism in connection with work. A
person wants facts given to be real facts and so criticises 
if they are not right. There's criticism because someone 
thinks you're getting along better than they are and they 
want to pull you down a bit. There may be criticism 
because someone dislikes you, even if things aren't wrong 
when they criticise. Then there is the criticism of 
'gamesmanship* to get yourself in the position of being one 
up. There is.criticism in sport in order to win.
Ordinary, everyday criticism is mostly because something is 
wrong and people see it.
SUBJECT 1. Projection Tests.
Projection Test, A..
Dick had just done a piece of work in the office and had given it 
to his boss, Dick thought he had done the work very well.. He 
hgd done the work using a new method that he had just evolved.
The boss looked at the work and said, "I don't think you have 
done this very well,. It would have been better if you had kept 
to the old method."
WRITE WHAT DICE THOUGHTWHAT HE SAID, WHAT HE DID, AND WHAT 
HAPPENED WHEN LATER DICE WAS GIVEN SOME WORE TO DO OF A SIMILAR. 
NATURE.
S..said,," First of all,, he thought the boss didn't understand, 
as obviously it was something, new, and so he tried to explain it 
further. If the boss still thought,after the explanation, that 
it was not very good, I think Dick thought the boss was a bit 
out of touch with what he was doing.. If the boss thought it was 
alright, they were both satisfied.
If he was given more work to do, his action would depend on
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what the boss thought,. If the boss had thought it was bad, he 
would think the boss was stupid or that he wanted to ignore it 
as it clashed with something he wanted to do,. But he would do 
as he said,"
Projection Test 0,
Sam had just bought a new tie. He was ^ot sure It was nice and 
when his "Rirl-friend" said, "That tie doesn't really suit you, 
Sam", Sam,.,,,
S.. said "Sam would think, 'Well,. I've made an awful mistake,.' as 
he bought ties to please other people and if the other people 
were not pleased, he'd made a mistake,"
Projection Test E,
Having studied the subject for some time, Don felt he knew a lot 
about it. So when he was confronted with someone who said, "I 
don't know much about it, but even to me, a layman, it would 
seem your views are quite wrong", Don....
S. Said, "Don would think straight away that he hadn't put it 
simply enough, so he tried to explain in terms easy enough for the 
layman to understand. So he explained in easier terms and if the 
layman still did not understand, he would put it down to the 
layman not having enough background in that subject."
Projection Test F.
There were a number of people in the room,. Suddenly they began 
talking about Barry, Michael's best friend.. Barry was not 
present and they were just agreeing that often he behaved rather
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badly, when somebody turned round and said, "Oh goodness, 
Michael,.! forgot,. Barry is a friend of yours*"
WRITE WHAT MICHAEL SAlD, THOUGHT, DID AND FELT.
S.,said, "I don't think Michael would say anything,. If Barry 
was a very close friend of his, he would think to himself that 
these people didn't know him well enough and he would feel they 
were a bit stupid. He would have a feeling of being boiled 
inside, but wouldn't say much,"
Subjectll. Comments,
This subject does not, either in the interview or 
projection test answers, describe any very emotional reactions 
to criticism, but he describes many different reactions and 
likes and dislikes concerning criticism and it is evident he is 
Considering the questions and situations carefully before 
answering. He seems to be mostly disturbed by criticism of his 
work and dislikes criticism from some superiors, and criticism 
tnat does not come from a genuine interest and criticism that is 
badly put. Otherwise he usually seems to react fairly calmly 
and his evaluation of his sensitivity to criticism seems correct. 
His projection test answers corroborate his replies in the 
interview, and both agree with his behaviour and personality in 
everyday life, as observed by the experimenter.
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Subject 2 is a girl, aged 22 years, who works as a secretary in 
a newspaper office. She was first interviewed, and then given 
Tests A,C,D, and E,
SUBJECT Interview,
S; subject,
E; - experimenter,
E, began, as usual^by explaining the topic of the interview 
and by saying she wanted to know S's* reactions to criticism in 
different situations,
E ; First, how do you react if someone criticises some work 
you have done?
S: I usually feel annoyed if anyone criticises what I do, but
usually I listen if it is justified. At work, they never 
criticise, they never say whether anything is good or bad
and that annoys me very much, I like to know where I am.
It also depends who is criticising. If it's someone you 
dislike, you resent it much more than if it's someone you 
like. But if it's my parents criticising me,, it always 
annoys me,
E; Do you act on criticism of your work?
S: Yes, I take a certain amount of advicej^ven if I resent it,
as if you do the dame thing again you get told off,
E; How do you react to criticism of your clothes or anything 
to do with your appearance?,
S: If anyone I like, or someone with a certain amount of good
taste says they dislike something I wear,.I tend not to 
wear it again, except when it doesn't matter. I have a 
suit at home, when I wore it someone said something rude
about it and I never wore it again.
E: How do you feel about criticism of your taste in such tuings
as art, music, literature and so on?
S; I don't mind that so much - it doesn't have so much effect 
on you,. Taste in art can be acquired and I feel I haven't
got it, so I don't mind what people say, I tend to follow
other people's taste.
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E; What about if your opinions in things like religion or 
politics are criticised?
S; It doesn't annoy me at all. It never makes me change my 
opinion... I don't abuse people just because they don't 
agree with me, but I just decide that they have different 
tastes and opinions.
E: If your taste or opinions are criticised, do you feel, in
any way, that you yourself are being personally criticised?
S: Not usually, I don't think so. But if it's someone you
know well who is criticising you, you have to justify 
yourself and make excuses. If you like something and it is 
criticised, sometimes it might make you like it more.. An 
example of this happening is my Gauguin picture at home.
It was criticised often but it oply made me like it more.
E: How do you take criticism of your family or any member of
your family, given by someone outside the family?
S; Except when it is my mother or father being criticised, I 
don't mind criticism of the family. B.. (cousin) always 
used to criticise my mother and this was three quarters of 
the reason why I disliked him so much. If someone whom I 
felt had no right to criticise the family, did criticise 
them, I should feel very annoyed and defend the family, 
irrespective of whether I agreed with the criticism or not.
E: How about if your friends are criticised?
S: Only my father criticises my friends. My reaction variea
but it usually annoys me, but does not really hurt me, but
I stick up for my friends.
E: If your friends or family are criticised, do you feel, in
any way, that you yourself are being personally criticised?
S: I don't really know. One would take it rather personally
although one is in no way responsible. But if one were 
responsible in any way, it would hurt very much
E: What about criticism of any group or institution you have
been connected with, for example, school, country, the 
place where you work, Jews, etc?
S: Criticism of Jews always annoys me and sometimes, if the
person is doing it not just because he was taught it, it
offends me personally, and sometimes it offends me so mucn 
I don't even bother to explain. If anyone criticises — -
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(S's work-place) it always annoys me., I suppose it's just 
loyalty for the place you work at. It's also quite natural 
to defend your country if anyone criticises it, but I'm 
probably not personally insulted, only if it's Americans 
making stupid remarks about the English, but^then it's 
because I don't like the Americans.
E: How do you react to criticism of your personal characteristics
supposing someone calls you lazy or untidy, or anything of 
that sort?
3; If it's lazy or ’untidy, I can only agree with it,. But if 
it's unjustified, for example, if I'm called stupid. I'll 
be-very annoyed and very hurt.. But-not with lazy or untidy,
E; Now I would like to know about the way you take criticism 
from different people,. First, how do you take it from an 
expert criticising in his own field?
S; You always defer to that, and I'd never be insulted in any 
way. But still, if someone criticises my own ability in 
a field,.I should be a bit annoyed, but perhaps only for a 
moment,
E: How about criticism from a layman in a field in which you
are more expert?
3: I tend to ignore it and take no notice of his opinion. I'm
not really annoyed,
E; How do you take criticism from someone in a superior
position to you at work? This is not necessarily the same 
as an expert,
3: I have the same reaction as when it's from an expert,
because if you know he is in a superior position, he 
probably knows more and you feel they have a right to 
criticise you. But if it's from an inferior or from 
someone on the same plane as yourself, it annoys me 
intensely,
E; How do you react to criticism from the different members of 
your family?
3: Unless it's from my mother or father,, it always annoys me.
Sometimes if it's only on a small detail, I take note of it, 
but usually I just say, "I'm made like that and I'm not 
going to change." If my mother and father criticise me, I 
always lose my temper at the time and feel personally 
insulted,. My brother hardly ever criticises me and if he 
does,, he's very tactful and then I don't mind.
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E; How about if your friends criticise you?
S: It depdnds on how well you know them*. If it's very good
friends I don't mind,, but if it's only acquaintances, I am 
more annoyed,- I might take it if it is simple criticism 
on a small point. I'm open to suggestions, but it depends 
how much is contained in it*. In certain things,. I take more 
notice of criticism by boys*
E: Now I would like to know about some other points* First,, if
you ask for criticism, for example, by saying, 'What do you
think of -- ?', is your reaction different from your
reaction to spontaneous criticism?
S: It usually is different* If you ask for an opinion, you
take it as it comes, and whether it is good or bad you
accept it. I feel better about it than I do about ordinary 
criticism.
E: When you ask for criticism, do you want an opinion or
sometimes just approval?
S: Very often it's just a question of getting approval* But,
of course, it-depdnds what it's on. If it's about a
picture, for example my Gauguin, you don't-just expect,
^Yes, I like it*".
E: Are you influenced by the way in which criticism is put?
S: Yes, it makes a difference. If it's put nicely,. I tend to
take it more seriously,
E: Are you influenced by the way in which you think the
criticism is meant?
S: Yes*. If I feel it's meant well, I take it more seriously*
E: Do you react differently to the different types of criticism,
for example constructive and destructive?
S: I take more notice of constructive criticism,
E: Do you react differently to criticism gcou consider to be
justified and criticism you consider to be unjustified?
S; I don't think I very often feel it's justified. I might
know it is in a way, but that doesn't mean that I feel it is,
E: Does it make any difference if you are or are not sure of
yourself about the topic being criticised?
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S: The more sure I am, the more likely I am to take criticism
calmly*. I'm hurt more if I'm not sure of myself.
E: What sort of criticism hurts you most?
S; Personal criticism about myself, appearance, taste in
clothes and things that mean a lot to me. Also criticism 
of my family,, my mother and father.
E: What do you think of the normality of your attitude to
criticism? Do you think you are as sensitive, more 
sensitive,, or less sensitive to it than most people?
S; I always consider myself to be more sensitive,
S: Would you like to say anything else about your reactions
to criticism?
S: I don't come across an awfjîP lot of criticism really. I
tend to avoid things that might arouse criticism. Often 
I find I'm not making a direct statement, but am waiting 
until I hear what someone else says before I give my 
opinion and then I don't make it too controversial.
E: I'd like you to look at the situation from the other point
of view for a.moment.. When you criticise other people, 
under what circumstances do you think they find the 
criticism acceptable, or, e,t least, should find it 
acceptable?
S: I find people very seldom find criticism acceptable in any
form, but perhaps if it is done very gently, not just, "I
think you're --- etc", they might find it more acceptable.
But generally, many things I think about a person I don't 
tell them*
SUBJECT 2. Projection Tests.
Projection Test A*
Betty had just done a piece of work in the office and had given 
it to her boss*. Betty thought she had done the work very well. 
She had done the work jising a new method that she had just 
evolved*. The boss looked at the work and said,, "I don't think
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you have done this very well.. It would have been better if you 
had kept to the old method,"
WRITE WHAT BETTY THOUGHT/: WHAT SHE SAID, WHAT SHE DID, AND WHAT 
HAPPENED WHEN LATER BETTY WAS GIVEN SOME WORK TO DO OF A SIMILE 
NATURE.
So wrote, "Betty was undoubtedly very annoyed'. Having taken the 
trouble to evolve this new method,, she felt that it should at 
least have been given a trial, or that if it was found wanting 
in some way he should have explained why or where. If it had 
been me, I should have lost my temper, to myself that is, but 
nevertheless I would have done it later by the old. method. And 
either tried the new way again by myself later on, or, at a 
propitious moment, brought the subject up again and discussed it 
with my boss,"
Projection Test C,
Mary was going to a party and.had her new dress on. She was 
not^sure looked nice and when her "mother" said, "That dress
doesn't really suit you, Mary", Mary...
S, wrote, " Mary would take off the dress and wear something else 
which she knew,, most probably because someone had told her so, 
suited her."
Projection Test D,
Marian's "father" always used to criticise her.. The criticism 
was always on the same topic, namely that Marian....,
"was very untidy"
Marian reacted to this constant criticism by,...
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S« wrote, "completely ignoring it. She had become so used to it 
that it no longer hurt her or had any effect on her at all,"
Projection Test E.
Having studied the subject for some time,, Margaret felt she knew 
a lot about it,. So when she was confronted with someone who 
said, "I don't know much about it,.but even to me,, a layman,, it 
would seem your vidws are quite wrong", Margaret,,.,
S. wrote, "would have felt personally slighted but probably 
would have disregarded the layman's criticism sooner or later.
As she felt sure of herself on this subject, she would not have 
let the criticism of one man upset her in the long run,"
SUBJECT 2., Comments,
Again the interview answers and projection test replies of 
this subject are similar, and in the projection tests, the 
subject admitted she was putting herself in the place of the 
character criticised. Again, as with Subject 1, this subject 
describes many different reactions that would occur under 
different circumstances, but, on the whole, seems slightly more 
affected by criticism than Subject 1, She is more disturbed by 
personal criticism of her appearance and personality than Subject 
1 was, but is perhaps less disturbed by criticism of work.
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